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Chairman Opening Statement 


Mr. Culberson. The Committee on Military Construction, Vet- 
erans Affairs and Related Agencies will come to order. Thank you 
for joining us. 

I will pass to my good friend, Mr. Bishop of Georgia, for any 
opening remarks comments he would like to make. 


Ranking Member Opening Statement 


Mr. Bishop. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I would like to thank this distinguished panel. 

I view this hearing as a continuation of our budget overview 
hearing, with a few more topics. As you know, last week, we had 
the military brass before us, and today we have the civilian leader- 
ship. 

Last week, I thought we had a good hearing that shed light on 
some difficult issues that are facing the Department of Defense. 
Some of these issues include ending two wars, starting a force 
draw-down, and dealing with lower budgets. As you can imagine, 
the Department has a full plate. 

In addition to those issues, let’s not forget that sequestration is 
looming due to the Budget Control Act. It would be harmful to our 
national defense if we have sequestration. But I would like to also 
say that it would be harmful to all the Federal agencies. And I 
don’t want to give the impression that I am only concerned about 
the Department of Defense, because I am concerned about all the 
agencies. 

There is one more item that concerns me, Mr. Chairman. As you 
know, the fiscal year 2013 budget requested not one but two BRAC 
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rounds. As I said last week, the Department should proactively 
consider taking further reductions in the overseas bases before ini- 
tiating another BRAG round for bases in CONUS. 

The witnesses before us are dealing with some of the serious 
challenges that we face, but I want to assure them that our sub- 
committee will do all that we can to make sure that our military 
has everything that it needs to accomplish the mission while taking 
care of our men and women in uniform and their families. 

Thanks for the opportunity to share my concerns, and I look for- 
ward to the discussions and the challenges as we hear from the 
panel this afternoon. 

I yield back; and I am going to go run and vote, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Culberson. Thank you very much, Sanford. 

This committee, as I know each of you are aware, works arm in 
arm. Perhaps the only real distinction between us is geography; 
and, even then, we are working arm-in-arm. 

I am delighted to have you here. And each one of our witnesses — 
you have all got written statements which, of course, will be made 
a part of the record; and we invite you to summarize them. 

We are sort of in a bind here, because I am going to have to slip 
out to go vote. But what we will attempt to do is, as soon as one 
of my colleagues comes in that I can pass the gavel to, I will slip 
out briefly in order to go vote. And then we will just rotate so that 
in the interest of time — because I know how busy you all are, and 
we are delighted to have you here. 

If I could, I would like to start with the Honorable Dorothy 
Robyn, Deputy Under Secretary of Defense for Installations and 
the Environment; and I would encourage you to please summarize 
your statement and, of course, it will be made a part of the record 
in its entirety. 


Opening Statement 

Ms. Robyn. Thank you Chairman Culberson, Ranking Member 
Bishop, and other members of the subcommittee who are not here. 
Thank you for the opportunity to testify on the President’s budget 
request for military construction and environmental programs. 

I want to touch on three issues very briefly: our MILCON and 
family housing budget, our request for two new BRAG rounds, and 
environment and energy. 

First on MILCON. The Budget Control Act reduced defense 
spending over the FYDP by $259 billion. That, together with reduc- 
tions in force structure, has led us to cut sharply our fiscal year 
2013 request for MILCON as we reassess our infrastructure needs 
for the new, leaner force structure. 

We are asking for $11.2 billion for MILCON and family housing, 
of which $9.1 billion is for pure MILCON. That is a reduction of 
between 25 and 45 percent from fiscal year 2012, depending on the 
department. The exception is the defense-wide MILCON accounts, 
which are up by 6 percent over fiscal year 2012, and that reflects 
support for high-priority improvements in hospitals and DoD 
schools. 

We are requesting another $14 billion to sustain, restore, and up- 
grade the condition of our existing facilities. 
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Let me highlight one thing we are not asking money for: family 
housing here in the United States. That is because we have now 
privatized nearly all of our 200,000 units of family housing. Using 
the power of the commercial market, we have leveraged a $3 billion 
investment of DOD dollars to generate $27 billion worth of high- 
quality, well-maintained homes; and that has done a lot to improve 
the quality of life of military families. It is an extraordinary success 
story, the most successful reform my office has carried out and 
something we should be looking to do more broadly. 

The second issue, BRAG. We need another BRAG round, ideally 
two. The math is straightforward. Force reductions produce excess 
capacity. Excess capacity is a drain on resources. Only through 
BRAG can we align our infrastructure with our defense strategy. 

Let me say two things in anticipation of criticisms and one apro- 
pos of Gongressman Bishop’s comment. 

First, we have already made significant reductions in our Euro- 
pean footprint, and we will do more. I describe in my statement 
both what we have done and the BRAG-like process that we will 
follow looking forward. But even if we make a significant cut in our 
footprint in Europe we will still need a domestic BRAG. 

The second point I want to again respond to, critics point to the 
2005 BRAG round as evidence that BRAG doesn’t produce savings 
or at least not in a reasonable period of time. But unlike the first 
four BRAG rounds, which paid off in 2 to 3 years, the 2005 round 
was not about savings and eliminating excess capacity. Garried out 
in a post- 9/11 environment when the Department was at war, it 
was about transformation. The Army, in particular, used BRAG 
2005 to carry out major transformational initiatives, such as the 
modularization of BGTs, initiatives that would have otherwise 
taken decades to achieve. 

That said, a 2013 BRAG round would look more like the BRAG 
rounds of the 1990s, where the focus was on savings, because that 
is the priority now. 

Issue three, the environment and energy. There is an enormous 
amount to say on this topic. I have a very long statement. You will 
hear from my colleagues about the wonderful things that we are 
doing in the energy area. We are making a robust investment to 
continue our efforts in the environment. 

I want to highlight just one thing in the interest of time, and 
that is technology. Technology has been the Department of De- 
fense’s comparative advantage for 200 years. The Department of 
Defense is a technology agency. It is an innovation machine. Al- 
though we tend to talk about technology in the context of weapons 
systems, it is important to harness that advantage for what we are 
trying to do with respect to both the environment and energy. Let 
me give you an example from the environmental area. 

A decade ago, the two environmental technology programs that 
I oversee, SERDP and ESTGP, took on a challenge, defending tech- 
nologies that could discriminate between scrap metal and haz- 
ardous unexploded ordnance, UXO; in other words, distinguish beer 
cans from bombs. The existing technology which we still use today 
cannot make a distinction between those two. The false positive 
rate is 99.989 percent. As a result, contractors must dig up literally 
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hundreds of thousands of metal objects in order to identify and re- 
move a handful of pieces of UXO. 

Mr. Culberson. That is an unhappy job. 

Ms. Robyn. And contractors are paid for every hole they dig up. 

Because this process is so labor-intensive, the bill is very high. 
Our estimated UXO cleanup cost is $14 billion. Remarkably, 10 
years of investment has yielded technologies that can discriminate 
between UXO and harmless metal objects with a very high degree 
of reliability. We are now doing live-site demonstrations of this new 
technology on an accelerated basis, and we are working with the 
cleanup community and State regulators to get them comfortable 
with what is a fundamentally new approach, one that we believe 
can save billions of dollars. That is the power of technology. 

Similarly, in the energy area, we can leverage high technology. 
The same folks who brought us the UXO technology run something 
that I oversee called the Installation Energy Test Bed, and the ra- 
tionale is similar. 

In the energy area, as in the environmental area, emerging tech- 
nologies offer a way to significantly reduce DOD’s costs and im- 
prove its performance. But because of fundamental market failures, 
those technologies are very slow to get to market. 

As the owner of 300,000 buildings, it is in the Defense Depart- 
ment’s direct self-interest to help firms overcome the barriers that 
inhibit innovative technologies from being commercialized and/or 
deployed on our installations; and we do this by using our installa- 
tions as a distributed test bed to demonstrate and validate them 
in a real-world, integrated environment. And we have about 70 of 
these going, and I hope I have an opportunity to talk about some 
of them in short. 

As budgets tighten, we need to invest more smartly. Using the 
market as we have done with housing privatization and leveraging 
advanced technology, as we are doing with our Installation Energy 
Test Beds are critical. 

Thank you for your attention. I look forward to your questions. 

Mr. Culberson. Thank you very much. Dr. Robyn. 

[The information follows:] 
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Dorothy Robyn 

Deputy Under Secretary of Defense 
Installations & Environment 

Dorothy Robyn became the Deputy Under Secretary of 
Defense for Installations and Environment in July 2009. In 
this posiUon, she provides management and oversight of 
military installations worldwide and manages 

safety, and occupational health programs 
the Department. The Department's Installations cover 
28 million acres, with 539,000 buildings and 
valued at more than $800 billion. Her 
ies include the development of Installation 
programs, and budgets; Installation-energy 
and policy; base realignment and closure; 
privatization of military housing and utilises; and 
Integration of environmental needs into the weapons acquisition process. She is also 
responsible for environmental management, safety and occupational health; 
environmental restoration at active and closing bases; conservation of natural and 
cultural resources; pollution prevention; environmental research and technology; fire 
protection; and explosives safety. Dr, Robyn also serves as the Department’s 
designated Senior Real Property Officer and the DoD representative to the Advisory 
Council on Historic Preservation. 
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Management 
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Management •, 

• Environmental Readiness 
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• Facility Investment & 
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• Housing and Competitive 
Sourcing 

• Office of Economic 
Adjustment 
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• Armed Forces Pest 
Management Board 
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Before her appointment to the Department of Defense, Or. Robyn was a principal with 
The Brattle Group, an economic consulting firm that specializes in competition and 
antitrust, energy and the environment. She focused principally on economic analysis of 
public policy issues related to tfie aviation and telecommunications sectors, including 
such Issues as: proposed changes in the governance and financing of the U.S. air 
traffic control system; antitrust issues affecting international airline alliances; and 
mechanisms for FCC allocation of vacant radio spectrum. Prior to joining The Brattle 
Group in 2002, she was a Guest Scholar at the Srookirtgs Institution. 

From 1993 to 2001, Dr. Robyn served as Special Assistant to the President for 
Economic Policy and a senior staff member of the White House National Economic 
Council. She managed interagency coordination on high-priority issues in aviation and 
transportation, aerospace and defense, science and technology, and competition 
policy. Most relevant to her current job, she oversaw the development and 
implementation of the Clinton Administration’s Defense Reinvestment and Transition 
Initiative, which encomparaed adjustment programs for workers and communities hurt 
by defense downsizing; a comprehensive strategy to accelerate reuse of closing 
military bases; and efforts such as housing privatization, defense acquisition reform 
and "dual-use" R&D that were designed to allow for greater DoD reliance on 
commercial markets. 

Prior to Joining the White House staff. Dr. Robyn was wiUi the Joint Economic 
Committee of Congress and the congressional <Mfice of Technology Assessment (OTA). 
From 1983-1987, she was an essi^nt professor at Harvard’s Kennedy School of 
Government, where she taught courses in public management, policy analysis and the 
business-government relationship. 

She is co-author (with William Baumol) of Toward an Evt^uttonary Regime for 
Spectrum Governance: Licensing or UnrestriOed Entry? (Brookings Press, 2006} and 
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author of Braking the SpeciaUnterests: Trucking Deregulatk>n and the Politics of Policy 
Reform (University of OJicago PreM, 1987). Dr. Robyn has served as an associate 
editor for the Journal of Policy Analyst and Management (1991-93) and as book editor 
for Issues in Science and Technology (1986-89). She wrote ttie 1995 White House 
report. Second to None: Preserving 4mertca’s Military Advantage through Dual-Use 
Technology and co-authored the 1988 OTA report. Commercializing High-Temperature 
Superconductivity. She has a B.A. from Southern Illinois University and a Ph.D. and 
M-P.P. in public policy from the University of California at Berkeley. She is a native of 
St. Louis, Missouri. 
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Chairman Culberson, Representative Bishop and distinguished members of the subcommittee: 
Thank you for the opportunity to present the President’s Fiscal Year (FY) 2013 budget request 
for the Department of Defense programs to support installations, facility energy and the 
environment. My testimony covers four topics: international and domestic basing, including the 
Department’s request for authorization of two new rounds of Base Realignment and Closure; our 
management of the built environment, including the programs that support military construction, 
family housing, and sustainment and recapitalization; our strategy for managing facility energy 
to reduce costs and improve installation energy security; and our management of the natural 
environment, including the programs that support environmental conservation and restoration, 
environmental technology and compatible development. 


I. THE GLOBAL PICTURE: INTERNATIONAL AND DOMESTIC BASING 

To project power globally, the Department must have the right mix of forces and facilities at 
strategic locations. My office supports the Department's strategic security objectives by ensuring 
that decisions about basing of troops and facilities are the product of joint planning and rigorous 
analysis. We also seek to reduce our installation footprint wherever possible. 

Rebasing Marines from Okinawa to Guam 

The United States is rebalancing its global posture to reduce its presence in certain regions and 
enhance it in others. As the recent U.S.-Japan joint statement made clear, the United States and 
Japan are strongly committed to strengthening our robust security alliance, which is dedicated to 
the security of Japan and to the maintenance of peace and security in the Asia-Pacific region. 

The United States has conducted a strategic review of its defense posture in Asia in order to 
achieve a more geographically distributed, operationally resilient and politically sustainable 
force structure. Japan has welcomed this initiative. 

Based on that review, the development of Guam as a strategic hub, with an operational Marine 
Corps presence including Marines relocated from Okinawa, remains an essential part of the 
Alliance’s Asia-Pacific Strategy. The United States and Japan have begun official discussions to 
adjust our plans as set forth in the 2006 Realignment Roadmap. In particular, we propose to 
delink the movement of Marines to Guam and the resulting land returns south of Kadena from 
progress by Japan on the Futenma Replacement Facility (FRF) near Camp Schwab. We remain 
committed to mitigating the impact of U.S. forces on Okinawa and to construction of the FRF as 
the only viable way forward. That said, we believe the two sides must invest in the Futenma 
facility in the near-term, to ensure both safety and combat readiness. 

The President’s FY13 budget request includes $51 million for construction to support the Marine 
relocation to Guam. Our request includes another $139.4 million for Guam civilian 
infrastructure to address population growth there, of which $106.4 million is for Guam water and 
wastewater infrastructure capital improvements such as water treatment plant modifications, 
supply well improvements and provision of backup power at wastewater pump stations. 
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Base Realignment and Closure 

After a decade of war the United States is at a strategic turning point. With changes in strategy 
come changes — in this case reductions — in force structure. Simply stated, the cuts in force 
structure that we are implementing must be accompanied by cuts in supporting infrastructure, 
including military bases. Absent a process for closing and realigning bases, the Department will 
be locked in a status quo configuration that does not match its evolving force structure, doctrine 
and technology. Given the high cost of our infrastructure, moreover, if we retain bases that we 
do not need, we will be forced to cut spending on forces, training and modernization. 

Overseas Basing Review 

The Department’s request for additional rounds of BRAC comes at a time when we are looking 
aggressively at where we can close bases overseas — particularly in Europe. (Although domestic 
closures require legislative authority, overseas closures do not.) 

We have already made significant reductions in our European footprint. Since 2003, the 
Department has returned more than 100 sites in Europe to their respective host nations, and we 
have reduced our personnel by one-third. Between FY12 and FY15 the Army alone will close 
23 additional sites as previously announced. 

With the recently announced force structure changes in Europe, we can do more to consolidate 
our infrastructure with the goal of reducing long-term costs while still supporting our operational 
requirements and strategic commitments. First, we can reduce the number of discrete installation 
sites we maintain in Europe. We have more than 300 such sites — ranging from small 
communications posts to robust Main Operating Bases — of which about 200 house most of our 
activities. Second, we can eliminate excess support infrastructure such as warehouses, 
administrative space and housing. The infrastructure located off-base presents a particularly 
attractive target for consolidation. Third, we can take advantage of the capacity made excess by 
force structure changes to accommodate new functions. 

My office has undertaken the first step in this process: we are working with the EUCOM theater 
commander, his component commanders and Service leadership here in Washington to measure 
the capacity of all of our European installations. This inventory will allow us to analyze how 
much capacity can be shed and where. With the goal of long-term cost reduction, we will assess 
the costs and savings of each proposed action and identify those with the highest payback. We 
anticipate having preliminary options for the Secretary to review by the Fall. 

Domestic Basing: The Need for BRAC 

Even a significant reduction of our footprint overseas will not achieve the needed cuts to overall 
infrastructure — hence our request for a parallel, BRAC process. It makes sense to look at our 
domestic and overseas bases at the same time, moreover, so that the two reviews can inform one 
another. The Department took this approach in 2004-2005, and it would be no less useful now 
given the major strategic realignment underway. Let me briefly summarize the case for BRAC. 
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First, the same strategic and fiscal factors that compel consolidation overseas require it here. In 
addition to the global posture shifts discussed above, we are shaping a joint force for the future 
that, while agile and technologically advanced, will be smaller and leaner across the board. The 
Army is reducing force levels by 72,000, the Marine Corp is resizing to 182,000 active Marines, 
and the Air Force is eliminating approximately 300 aircraft over five years. We are also 
delaying, restructuring and canceling modernization programs. To adjust to these strategic 
changes, and to eliminate the excess capacity that results from reductions in force structure, the 
Department will need to close and realign installations in the United States as well as Europe. 

Moreover, the overhead cost to maintain, sustain and protect bases is high. In recent years we 
have spent about $40 billion a year on facilities construction, sustainment and recapitalization. 
Other costs associated with operating military installations (e.g., air traffic control, religious 
services and programs; payroll support; personnel management; morale, welfare, and recreation 
services; and physical security) have averaged about $15 billion a year. If we retain bases that 
are excess to need, we will be forced to cut spending on forces, training and modernization. 

Second, the statutory commission process provided by BRAC is the only fair, objective and 
proven method for eliminating excess domestic infrastructure and reconfiguring what remains. 
BRAC provides for a sound, thorough and transparent analytical process, based on a 20-year 
force structure plan developed by the Joint Staff; a comprehensive inventory of installations by 
the Department to ensure a thorough capacity analysis; and defined selection criteria that place 
priority on military value. The requirement to look at every installation means DoD must 
consider a broad range of approaches, not just the existing configuration; and the transparency of 
the process facilitates independent review by the commission and affected communities. Most 
important, the requirement that the President and Congress accept or reject the Commission’s 
recommendations on an “all-or-none” basis insulates BRAC from political interference. 

Third, the savings from BRAC are real and substantial. Of all the efficiency measures that the 
Department has undertaken over the years, BRAC is perhaps the most successful and significant. 
The first four rounds of BRAC (1988, 1991, 1993 and 1995) are producing a total of about $8 
billion in annual recurring savings, and the comparable figure for BRAC 2005 is $4 billion. This 
amount ($12 billion) represents the additional costs that the Department would incur every year 
for base operating support, personnel and leasing costs had we not had BRAC. These annual 
savings, or avoided costs, are equivalent to what the Department would spend to buy 300 Apache 
attack helicopters, 124 F/A-18E/F Super Hornets or four Virginia class submarines. 

Understandably, some have questioned the specifics of our savings calculations, and critics have 
pointed to the 2005 round as evidence that BRAC does not produce the hoped for savings — or at 
least not in a reasonable time frame. 1 will respond to these criticisms in more detail tomorrow 
when I testify before the House Armed Services Committee’s Subcommittee on Readiness, but 
let me say this here: The 2005 round took place during a period of growth in the military, and it 
reflected the goals and needs of that time. Because the focus was on transforming installations to 
better support forces — as opposed to saving money and space — it is a poor gauge of the savings 
that the Department can achieve through another BRAC round. The prior BRAC rounds — which 
reduced capacity and paid off in two to three years — ^represent a better gauge of the savings 
potential of future BRAC rounds. 
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Joint Basing 

A significant action under BRAC 2005 that my office has championed is the consolidation of 26 
installations into 12 Joint Bases. This action responded to persistent internal and external 
criticism that base support was duplicative. The Department also felt that joint operation would 
enhance the military value of Service-unique installations, making them a DoD-wide asset. 

The creation of a joint base is complex. The commander must merge diverse, service-specific 
financial systems, management structures, operating procedures, and staffs, so as to jointly 
manage functions ranging from facilities sustainment to mail delivery to the provision of family 
support services. Considering the size of many of our installations, such a consolidation is 
equivalent to the merger of two corporations. As with corporate mergers, moreover, the cultural 
differences are often the hardest to bridge. 

I chair a flag-level group (the Senior Joint Base Working Group, SJBWG) that has met regularly 
for the last three years to oversee the implementation and operation of Joint Bases. The SJBWG 
created the initial framework for joint basing, including a body of policy guidance (Joint Base 
Implementation Guidance) and a collaborative governance structure (Joint Management 
Oversight Structure). Throughout the process, the SJBWG made key strategic decisions. 

First, to hold the lead Service accountable, the SJBWG created a comprehensive set of Common 
Output Level Standards, or COLS. Previous efforts to create joint bases had encountered strong 
resistance because of concerns by one Service that another Service would not provide adequate 
base support — i.e., that it would adopt a “lowest-common-denominator” approach to installation 
management. To allay this fear, the SJBWG led an exhaustive effort to define a COLS metric 
for every relevant aspect of base support — 274 COLS in all, ' Significantly, in every case the 
SJBWG opted for the highest standard used by any of the Services as the COL standard for Joint 
Bases. Although this “highest-common-denominator" approach allayed the fears that had 
doomed joint basing in the past, it did so at a price: installation support costs for the Joint Bases 
have gone up by six percent on average. However, we expect the savings from consolidation to 
offset this. Moreover, COLS give the Department a solid basis for estimating and budgeting for 
installation support requirements — a best practice that we hope to apply to all military bases. 

Second, the SJBWG opted to give the Joint Bases a transition period to merge their organizations 
before asking them to achieve a savings target.^ This represents a conscious decision by the 
Services to defer the near term savings from joint basing in order to increase the odds that it will 
succeed in the long run. It is directly analogous to the Department’s approach to traditional 
BRAC actions, which often require an up-front investment in order to achieve the long-term 
savings. 


* For example, one COLS metric specifies the maximum height that grass on an installation can reach before it must 
be cut. In addition to defining the underlying metric (grass height, measured in inches), the SJBWG selected the 
actual value (standard) for that metric to which the Joint Bases as a whole would be held. 

^ Specifically, Joint Base commanders were given leeway to adjust resources within their portfolios, for fear that 
premature staff reductions could compromise the design and implementation of their new organizational constructs. 
Ironically, the Joint Bases have had to function with a large number of civilian vacancies largely because of the 
Services’ backlog of personnel actions. 
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Joint Bases represent a fundamental change in our approach to installation management. 
Although these bases have been operating for only a short time, we are already beginning to see 
the expected economies of scale from consolidation. For example, by combining its recycling 
operations. Joint Base McGuire-Dix-Lakehurst is avoiding $1 million in facility and equipment 
costs and $200,000 a year in contract costs. Less expected, however, is that our Joint Bases are 
proving to be incubators for innovation, as the commanders, faced with inconsistent Service 
rules and requirements, adopt new, cross-cutting business processes. For example, at Joint Base 
San Antonio, the commander standardized security procedures and created a single chain-of- 
command across the three facilities that make up the installation, thus facilitating cooperation 
with state and local law enforcers. 

1 have had the opportunity to meet personally with most of the Joint Base Commanders. They 
get it. They see “jointness” not just as a more efficient and effective way to support the 
installation missions on their bases but as a superior way to support the soldiers, sailors, airmen 
and marines learning to fight together. 1 strongly believe their ability to transcend traditional 
practices and develop innovative solutions to long-standing inefficiencies will position us for 
future. Department-wide reforms. 
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n. MANAGING OUR BUILT ENVIRONMENT 

The President's FY13 budget requests $1 1.2 billion for Military Construction (MilCon) and 
Family Housing — a decrease of approximately $3.5 billion from the Fyi2 budget request. This 
decrease primarily reflects the declining budget environment and the Services’ decision to defer 
facility investments at locations that may be impacted by changes in force structure. 


Table 1. MilCon and Family Housing Budget Request, FY12 vs. FY13 



Change from 

FY12 

($ Millions) 

FY12 

Request 

FY13 

Request 

Funding 

Percent 

Military Construction 

12,006.4 

8,540.6 

(3,465.8) 

(29%) 

Base Realignment and Closure 

582.3 

476.0 

(106.3) 

(18%) 

Family Housing 

1,694.4 

1,650.7 

(43.7) 

(3%) 

Chemical Demilitarization 

75.3 

151.0 

75.7 

100% 

Energy Conservation Investment Program 

135.0 

150.0 

15.0 

11% 

NATO Security Investment Program 


254.1 

(18.5) 

(7%) 

TOTAL 

14,767.0 

11,222.7 

(3,544.3) 

(24%) 


Military Construction 

We are requesting $8.5 billion for “pure” military construction — i.e., exclusive of BRAC and 
Family Housing. This addresses routine needs for construction at enduring installations here and 
overseas and for specific programs such as the NATO Security Investment Program and the 
Energy Conservation Investment Program. In addition, we are targeting three priorities. 

First and foremost are the operational missions. Our FY13 budget requests $3.5 billion to 
support operations and training requirements, including a second Explosives Handling Wharf at 
Kitsap, Washington; communications facilities in California and Japan that are needed for 
operations in the Pacific region; specialized facilities for Special Operations forces at various 
global locations; and range and training facilities for ground forces at several Army installations. 

Second, our budget request continues the recapitalization of DoD-owned schools as part of the 
2H' Century Schools Initiative. We are requesting $547 million to replace or renovate 1 1 
schools that are in poor or failing condition, primarily at enduring locations overseas. By the end 
of FY18, more than 70 percent of the DoD-owned schools will have been replaced or undergone 
substantial renovation. The new buildings, intended to be models of sustainability, will provide 
a modem teaching environment for the children of our military members. 

Although it is not part of the military construction budget, the FY13 budget also requests $51 
million to construct, renovate, repair or expand schools that, while located on military 
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installations, are operated by Local Education Agencies (LEA). This request represents a third 
year of funding for LEA schools (Congress set aside $250 million for LEA schools in FYl 1 and 
again in FY!2, in response to concerns about poor conditions and overcapacity). The request is 
part of DoD’s proposed budget for the Office of Economic Adjustment (OEA), which Congress 
designated to execute the LEA school funding it provided. OEA is working with other parts of 
the Department and giving priority to those schools with the most serious deficiencies. 

Third, the FY 1 3 budget request includes $ I billion for 2 1 proj ects to upgrade our medical 
infrastructure. By modernizing our hospitals and related facilities, we can improve healthcare 
delivery for our service members and their families, and enhance our efforts to recruit and retain 
personnel. The FYl 3 request provides the next increment of funding to replace the William 
Beaumont Army Regional Medical Center in Texas ($207 million) and the Landstuhl Regional 
Medical Center in Germany ($127 million). It also provides for continued improvement of the 
medical research facilities that support our chemical-biological mission. 

Family and Unaccompanied Housing 

The Services rely largely on privatization to provide family housing on U.S. bases. As I have 
said many times, privatization of family housing — where the Services partner with the private 
sector to generate housing built to market standards — is the single most effective reform my 
office has carried out. Prior to privatization, the Services’ chronic underinvestment in their 
facilities had created a crisis, with almost 200,000 of the Department’s family housing units rated 
“inadequate.” Privatization leveraged the power of the commercial market to serve our needs. 
With an investment of only $3.2 billion, the Services have generated $29.7 billion in high quality 
housing and transferred responsibility for maintenance, operation and recapitalization for 50 
years to (private) entities that have an incentive to maintain the housing so as to attract and retain 
military tenants. My office works closely with the Office of Management and Budget to ensure 
that the relevant federal budget policy continues to support this much-heralded success story. 


Table 3. Family Housing Budget Request. FY12 vs. FY13 



Change from FY12 

($ Millions) 

FY12 

Request 

FY13 

Request 

Funding 

Percent 

Family Housing 
Construction/Improvements 

372.7 

190.6 



Family Housing Operations & 
Maintenance 

1,318.2 

1,458.3 



Family Housing Improvement Fund 

2.2 

1,8 



Homeowners Assistance Program 

1.3 

0 

-1,3 

-100% 

TOTAL 

1,694.4 


-43.7 

-3% 
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Most of the remaining government-owned family housing is on (enduring) bases overseas. The 
FY13 budget requests $1.7 billion for government-owned family housing. This allows us to 
maintain 90 percent of non-Navy, government-owned family housing in good or fair condition in 
keeping with the goal we met in FY12; the Navy-owned family housing will not achieve this 
goal until FY17. The request includes $191 million for construction and improvements of 
government-owned family housing and $1.4 billion to operate and maintain it. 

The Department is committed to improving housing for our unaccompanied personnel as well. 

In recent years, we have made sizable investments in this area to support initiatives such as 
BRAC, global restationing, force structure modernization and Homeport Ashore — a Navy 
program to move Sailors from their ships to shore-based housing. The FYl 3 budget request 
includes $1.1 billion for 28 construction and renovation projects that will improve living 
conditions for more than 10,000 unaccompanied personnel. We are also focusing on long-term 
sustainment of the modernized inventory. My office has worked closely with the Comptroller to 
establish performance goals for sustaining our permanent party unaccompanied housing. Under 
these standards, 90 percent of the non-Navy government-owned housing for unaccompanied 
personnel must be in good or fair condition by FYl 8; the Navy will not achieve that benchmark 
until FY22. 

Facilities Sustainment and Recapitalization 

In addition to investing in new construction, we must maintain, repair, and recapitalize our 
existing facilities. The Department’s Sustainment and Recapitalization programs strive to keep 
our inventory of facilities mission capable and in good working order. Moreover, by maintaining 
a consistent level of quality in our facilities, we can improve the productivity and quality of life 
of our personnel. 


Table 2. Sustainment and Recapitalization Budget Request, FY12 vs. FY13 



Change from FY12 

($ Millions) 

FY12 

Request 

FY13 

Request 

Funding 

Percent 



8,674 

(161) 

(2%) 

Recapitalization (O&M, MilCon, 

MilPers, RDT&E) 


5,331 

(3,700) 

(41%) 

TOTAL 

17,866 

14,005 

(3,861) 

(22%) 


The FYl 3 budget request includes $8.7 billion for sustainment, which is the single most 
important investment we make to keep our facilities in good working condition. Sustainment 
includes regularly scheduled maintenance and repair and replacement of facility components. 
Our policy calls for the Services to fund sustainment at no less than 90 percent of the 
requirement generated by DoD’s Facilities Sustainment Model, which uses industry benchmarks 
to estimate the annual cost of regularly scheduled maintenance and repair for different types of 
facilities. 
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Nevertheless, for FY13, as was the case in FY12, the Navy and Air Force are funding 
sustainment at only 80 and 82 percent of their requirement, respectively. Thus, our budget 
request funds sustainment DoD-wide at only 84 percent of the FSM-generated estimate. 

The FY 1 3 budget requests $5.3 billion for recapitalization, a reduction of $2.5 billion from last 
year. Recapitalization (restoration and modernization) serves to keep the inventory of facilities 
modem and relevant, extend the service life of individual facilities and restore capability lost due 
to man-made or natural causes. The reduction in recapitalization funding reflects an overall 
decrease in both O&M- and MilCon-funded replacement and renovation projects. 

A final category of investment (one not shown in the table) is demolition, which allows the 
Services to eliminate facilities that are excess to need or no longer cost effective to repair. Our 
FY13 budget request includes $123 million in operations and maintenance funding, which will 
allow us to demolish 5 million square feet of facilities. With this funding, we will reach our 
formal goal, established in FY08, to eliminate over 62 million square feet by FYl 3. We are also 
working with the Services to identify facilities that could be repurposed — for example, the use of 
barracks as administrative space. 

Ongoing Initiatives to Reduce Costs 

Finally, I would like to mention three ongoing initiatives designed to improve the Department’s 
management of the built environment. The first initiative has to do with the Department’s anti- 
terrorism/force protection (AT) standards, which impose certain minimum requirements on all 
buildings and add as much as nine percent to the cost of leased space and new construction. The 
rest of the federal government uses a somewhat different approach, based on the Interagency 
Security Committee (ISC) standards, which were developed by a 21 -agency group led by the 
Department of Homeland Security and issued in updated form in April 2010. The ISC standards 
reflect the risk to an individual building, including its size, location, mission criticality and 
symbolism. 

To evaluate the two approaches, my office looked first at leased space. Working closely with the 
General Services Administration (GSA), which is responsible for incorporating AT standards 
into its leases, we commissioned an expert analysis that compared the scope, cost and 
effectiveness of the DoD standards versus the ISC standards for six DoD leases in the National 
Capital Region. Based on that expert analysis, an internal DoD working group, led by the Office 
of the Under Secretary of Policy and the Joint Staff, is evaluating the merits of adopting the ISC 
process for leased space. Once the Department has made a decision on whether to alter DoD’s 
AT standards with respect to leased space, we will pose the same question for on-base buildings. 

Second, my office is looking at how to promote irmovation and efficiency in the construction 
industry — in particular, military construction. The U.S. construction industry is plagued by high 
costs and low productivity growth as a result of low investment in research and development, a 
fragmented industry structure and other factors. Moreover, some data suggest that the federal 
government’s construction costs are higher than those of the private sector for comparable 
facilities. Finally, the contractual incentives for federal construction projects lead to a focus on 
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reducing “first costs” — ^the cost of constructing a building — as opposed to the much larger costs 
associated with building ownership and operations (life cycle costs). 

We are working with the GSA to identify ways that the two largest federal customers for 
construction (DoD and GSA) can incentivize behavior on the part of construction firms that will 
lead to more innovation and lower costs, including life cycle costs. Two areas offer promise. 
First, we are looking at accelerating requirements for the use of new technologies, such as 
building information modeling (BIM), which can improve the efficiency and reduce the cost of 
the construction process as well as and lead to lower life cycle costs for the buildings themselves. 
Second, we are looking at alternative contracting methods, such as ones that reward contractors 
based on how well they meet the owner’s objectives (e.g., optimal energy efficiency). 

Third, we are analyzing the effect that investments in energy efficiency and sustainability have 
on the long-term cost of owning and operating our buildings. Building on past studies, we are 
working with the National Research Council to understand the impact of the requirement that 
DoD facilities be built to certain sustainability standards — namely, LEED (Leadership in Energy 
and Environmental Design) Silver or an equivalent standard and/or the five principles of High 
Performance Sustainable Buildings, as well as consensus based standards such as the American 
Society of Heating, Refrigeration and Air Conditioning Engineers (ASHRAE) 1 89. 1 . The study 
will help us invest smartly in our buildings to reduce the total cost of ownership while increasing 
mission effectiveness.^ 


^ The study will also meet the requirement to report to Congress on the return on investment from using consensus 
standards such as ASHRAE 1 89. 1 . 
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III. MANAGING OUR ENERGY USE 

Facility energy is important to the Department for two reasons."' The first is cost. With more 
than 300,000 buildings and 2.2 billion square feet of building space, DoD has a footprint three 
times that of Wal-Mart and six times that of GSA. Our corresponding energy bill is $4 billion 
annually — roughly 10 percent of what DoD spends to maintain its installation infrastructure. 
There are non-monetary costs as well; although facility energy represents only 20-25 percent of 
DoD’s energy costs, it accounts for nearly 40 percent of our greenhouse gas emissions. 

Second, facilities energy is key to mission assurance. Our military installations here at home 
support combat operations more directly than ever before, and they serve as staging platforms for 
humanitarian and homeland defense missions. DoD installations are almost entirely dependent 
on a commercial power grid that is vulnerable to disruption due to aging infrastructure, weather 
related events and (potentially) direct attacks. According to the Defense Science Board, DoD’s 
reliance on a fragile grid to deliver electricity to its bases places critical missions at risk.’ 

The Department’s facility energy strategy is designed to reduce costs and improve the energy 
security of our fixed installations. It has four elements: reduce the demand for traditional energy 
through conservation and improved energy efficiency; expand the supply of renewable and other 
distributed (on-site) generation sources; enhance the energy security of our installations directly 
(as well as indirectly, through the first two elements); and leverage advanced technology. 

Reduce Demand 

First and most important, we are reducing the demand for traditional forms of energy through 
conservation and improved energy efficiency. The Department’s FY13 budget includes more 
than $1.1 billion for energy conservation investments — up from $400 million in 2010. Almost 
all of that funding is designated for energy efficiency improvements to existing buildings.*’ 

In addition to their own funding, the Services are using third-party financing tools, such as 
Energy Savings Performance Contracts (ESPCs) and Utility Energy Service Contracts (UESCs), 
to improve the energy efficiency of their existing buildings. In response to the President’s memo 
calling on the federal government to initiate $2 billion worth of these performance-based 


* Facility energy refers to the energy (largely electricity) used to operate the buildings on DoD’s 500+ fixed military 
installations in the United States and overseas- It also includes the fuel used by DoD’s approximately 200,000 non- 
tactical vehicles, Facility energy is distinct from operational energy—largely fuel used for mobility (military 
aircraft, ships and tanks) and by the generators that produce power on our forward operating bases. 

^ “More Fight-Less Fuel,” Report of the Defense Science Board Task Force on DoD Energy Strategy, February 
2008. 

® Of the $1.1 billion, $968 million is in the Military Components’ operations and maintenance accounts, to be used 
for sustainment and recapitalization projects aimed at energy efficiency, including improved lighting, high- 
efficiency UVAC systems, double-pane windows, energy management control systems and new roofs. Another 
$ 1 50 million is for the Energy Conservation Investment Program (EClP), a MilCon fund that my office distributes 
to the Services for specific projects (see discussion below). Only about $35 million of ECIP’s budget will go for 
investments in distributed and renewable energy as opposed to energy efficiency and water conservation. 


II 



19 


contracts over the next two years, the Department has as its own goal to execute roughly $465 
million in ESPCs and UESCs in FY12 and $718 million in FY13. 

In addition to retrofitting existing buildings, we are taking advantage of new construction to 
incorporate more energy-efficient designs, material and equipment into our inventory. In the 
past, all new construction projects were required to meet the LEED Silver or an equivalent 
standard and/or to comply with the five principles of High Performance Sustainable Buildings. 
This year my office will issue a new construction code for high-performance, sustainable 
buildings, which will govern all new construction, major renovations and leased space 
acquisition. This new code, based heavily on ASHRAE 189,1, will accelerate DoD’s move 
toward efficient, sustainable facilities that cost less to own and operate, leave a smaller 
environmental footprint and improve employee productivity. 

As DoD strives to improve its energy efficiency, accurate, real-time facility energy information 
is becoming essential. Although we collect a massive amount of data, we lack the standardized 
processes and integrated systems needed to systematically track, analyze and benchmark our 
facility energy and water use and the related costs. The absence of usage and cost data reduces 
the efficiency of our existing facility operations, and it limits our ability to make the right 
investments in new, efficiency-enhancing technology and tools. 

To fill this gap, my office has been leading the development of an Enterprise Energy Information 
Management system (EEIM) that will collect facility energy data in a systematic way. The 
EEIM will also provide advanced analytical tools that allow energy professionals at all levels of 
the Department both to improve existing operations and to identify cost-effective investments, 

I will also be issuing an updated policy on the metering of DoD facilities; in addition to lowering 
the threshold for buildings that must be metered, the policy will address the types of meters that 
can be used and establish guidelines for determining when advanced meters make financial 
sense. No less important, the policy will help ensure that installed meters can securely deliver 
data to the energy professionals in the field. As an example. Naval District Washington has 
developed an innovative approach that uses a secure network to integrate data on energy usage 
with information on building management so as to allow for active management of facility 
energy. We would like to see this approach or one like it deployed throughout the Department. 

Expand Supply of On-Site Energy 

Second, DoD is increasing the supply of renewable and other distributed (on-site) sources of 
energy on our installations. On-site energy is critical to making our bases more energy secure. 
Together with the kind of smart microgrid and storage technologies discussed below, it allows a 
military base to maintain its critical operations “off-grid” for weeks or months if necessary, 

DoD’s installations are well situated to support solar, wind, geothermal and other forms of 
distributed energy. In response to a congressional directive, my office commissioned a study of 
the potential for solar energy development on military installations in the Mojave and Colorado 
Deserts in California and Nevada. The year-long study looked at seven military bases in 
California and two in Nevada, It found that, even though 96 percent of the surface area of the 
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nine bases was unsuited for solar development because of military activities, the presence of 
endangered species and other factors, the solar-compatible area on four of the California bases 
was nevertheless large enough to support the generation of 7000 megawatts (MW) of solar 
energy — equivalent to the output of seven nuclear power plants/ 

The study also confirmed the logic of the approach the Department is already taking for large- 
scale renewable energy projects — namely, third-party financing. (Third-party financing makes 
sense because private developers can take advantage of tax incentives that are not available to 
federal agencies.) In September, the Army established its Energy Initiatives Task Force to work 
with the private sector to execute 10+ MW projects at Army installations. The Army hopes to 
develop around one gigawatt of renewable energy on its installations by 2025, and it has projects 
underway at Fort Bliss, TX, and White Sands Missile Range, NM. The Navy has used the Title 
10 authority in Section 2922a to contract for renewable energy development in California, 
including a 3 MW landfill gas facility at Marine Corps Air Station Miramar, a 14 MW solar 
photovoltaic (PV) array at Naval Air Weapons Station China Lake, and a 1 MW solar PV array 
at Marine Corps Air Ground Combat Center Twentynine Palms. The Air Force is using the Title 
1 0 authority in Section 2667 to lease non-excess land for the development of large-scale 
renewable projects, the first of which is under negotiation at Edwards Air Force Base. 

My office is working closely with the Department of Interior (DOI) to identify and overcome 
impediments to the execution of renewable energy projects on public lands withdrawn for 
military purposes (many of the sites identified in the ICF study are on “withdrawn land”). 

Where renewable energy development is compatible with the military mission, these lands offer 
a significant opportunity to improve our energy security while lowering the cost of energy. 
However, we must first overcome the policy and authority challenges posed by this unique 
construct whereby DoD uses and manages land under the administrative jurisdiction of DOI. 

Enhance Security 

The first two elements of our facility energy strategy contribute indirectly to installation energy 
security; in addition, we are addressing the problem directly. A major focus of my office is 
smart microgrid technology. Smart microgrids and energy storage offer a more robust and cost 
effective approach to ensuring installation energy security than the current one— namely, back- 
up generators and (limited) supplies of on-site fuel. Although microgrid systems are in use 
today, they are relatively unsophisticated, with limited ability to integrate renewable and other 
distributed energy sources, little or no energy storage capability, uncontrolled load demands and 
“dumb” distribution that is subject to excessive losses. By contrast, we envision microgrids as 
local power networks that can utilize distributed energy, manage local energy supply and 
demand, and operate seamlessly both in parallel to the grid and in “island” mode. 


’ Environment Research and Development Program (ESTCP) solar study (ICF International), So/ar Energy 
Development on Department o/Defense installations in the Mojave and Colorado Deserts (January 2012) 
http://www.serdD.org/News-and-Events/News-Announcements/Program-New.s/DoD-snidv-finds-7-000-megawatts- 
of-solar-energv-potential-on-DoD-installations-in-Moiave-Desert 
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Advanced microgrids are a “triple play” for DoD’s installations. Such systems will reduce 
installation energy costs on a day-to-day basis by allowing for load balancing and demand 
response. They will also facilitate the incorporation of renewable and other on-site energy 
generation. Most important, the combination of on-site energy and storage, together with the 
microgrid’s ability to manage local energy supply and demand, will allow an installation to shed 
non-essential loads and maintain mission-critical loads if the grid goes down. 

The Installation Energy Test Bed, discussed below, has funded ten demonstrations of microgrid 
and storage technologies to evaluate the benefits and risks of alternative approaches and 
configurations. Demonstrations are underway at Twentynine Palms, CA; Fort Bliss, CA; Joint 
Base McGuire-Dix-Lakehurst, NJ; Fort Sill, OK; and several other installations. 

Although microgrids will address the grid sectirity problem over time, we are taking steps to 
address near-term concerns. Together with the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Homeland 
Defense and Americas’ Security Affairs, I co-chair DoD’s Electric Grid Security Executive 
Council (EGSEC), which works to improve the security, adequacy and reliability of electricity 
supplies and related infrastructure key to the continuity of critical defense missions. In addition 
to working across DoD, the EGSEC works with the Departments of Energy and Homeland 
Security. The three agencies recently created an Energy Surety Public Private Partnership 
(ES3P) to work with the private sector. As an initial focus, the ES3P is collaborating with four 
utilities in the National Capital Region to improve energy security at mission critical facilities. 

Finally, my office is updating the DoD Instruction on “Installation Energy Management” (DoDl 
4170.1 1), which provides guidance to installation commanders and energy managers on a range 
of energy security and energy efficiency matters. For example, we are updating the requirements 
for fuel distribution plans to ensure that emergency generators can operate for a sufficient time. 

Leverage Advanced Technology 

As the discussion of microgrids illustrates, one of the ways DoD can lower its energy costs and 
improve its energy security is by leveraging advanced technology. Technology has been DoD’s 
comparative advantage for 200 years, as evidenced by the military’s leadership in the 
development of everything from interchangeable machine made parts for musket production to 
the Internet. This advantage is no less important when it comes to facility energy. 

To leverage advanced technology relevant to facility energy, three years ago my office created 
the Installation Energy Test Bed, as part of the existing Environmental Security Technology 
Certification Program (ESTCP), The rationale is straightforward. Emerging technologies offer a 
way to cost effectively reduce DoD’s facility energy demand by a dramatic amount (50 percent 
in existing buildings and 70 percent in new construction) and provide distributed generation to 
improve energy security. Absent outside validation, however, these new technologies will not be 
widely deployed in time for us to meet out energy requirements. Among other problems, the 
first user bears significant costs but gets the same return as followers. These barriers are 
particularly problematic for new technologies intended to improve energy efficiency in the 
retrofit market, which is where DoD has the greatest interest. 
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As the owner of 300,000 buildings, it is in DoD’s direct seif-interest to help firms overcome the 
barriers that inhibit innovative technologies from being commercialized and/or deployed on DoD 
installations. We do this by using our installations as a distributed test bed to demonstrate and 
validate the technologies in a real-world, integrated building environment.* Projects conduct 
operational testing and assessment of the life cycle costs of new technology while addressing 
DoD unique security issues. For example, the Test Bed is doing a demonstration of an advanced 
control system that could increase boiler efficiency by 10 percent; if the technology proves out, 
DoD can deploy it on thousands of boilers and see a meaningful energy savings. More generally, 
by centralizing the risk and distributing the benefits of new technology to all DoD installations, 
the Test Bed can provide a significant return on DoD’s investment. 

The Test Bed has about 70 projects underway in five broad areas: advanced microgrid and 
storage technologies, such as the project at Twentynine Palms; advanced component 
technologies to improve building energy efficiency, such as advanced lighting controls, high 
performance cooling systems and technologies for waste heat recovery; advanced building 
energy management and control technologies; tools and processes for design, assessment and 
decision-making on energy use and management; and on-site energy generation, including 
waste-to-energy and building integrated systems. (See the next section for additional detail.) 

Progress on Goals 

In 201 1, the Department made progress in its performance with respect to facility energy and 
water although it fell short of its statutory and regulatory goals for energy. 

• DoD reduced its energy intensity by 2 percent — a meaningful improvement but less than the 
3 percent needed to meet the annual goal. Overall, DoD has reduced its energy intensity by 
13.3 percent since 2005, compared to the cumulative goal of 1 8 percent. 

• With respect to the renewable energy goal (produce or procure 25 percent of all electricity 
from renewable sources by 2025), DoD lost ground, going from 9.6 percent to 8.5 percent. 
The drop was partly the result of a policy decision to buy fewer Renewable Energy Credits.** 
It also reflected a decline in the output of the 270 MW geothermal facility at China Lake. 

• DoD continued to reduce its consumption of petroleum, reaching a cumulative reduction of 
1 1,8 percent since 2005 — just shy of the 12 percent goal. 

• DoD reduced its potable water intensity (measured as consumption per gross square foot) by 
10.7 percent from 2007 to 201 1 — well above the goal of 8 percent. 

FY13 Budget Request 

The President’s FY13 budget request includes funding for the ESTCP Installation Energy Test 
Bed as well as the Energy Conservation Investment Program (ECIP), 


* The approach is similar to one that ESTCP has used since 1 995 to demonstrate innovative environmental 
technologies on DoD sites and in doing so help them transition to the commercial market. As discussed in section 
IV below, ESTCP has a strong track record of reducing DoD’s environmental costs. 

The purchase of renewable energy credits (RECs) is an alternative to the actual development of renewable energy; 
DoD has decided to meet the goals by adding supply on ifa installations as opposed to buying RECs. 
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Installation Energy Test Bed 

The budget request includes $32 million in FY13 for energy technology demonstrations under 
ESTCP.'” ESTCP began these demonstrations — now known as the Installation Energy Test 
Bed — as a $20 million pilot in 2009. Seeing its value, the Department continued to fund the Test 
Bed on an annual basis the $30 million level. Starting this year, we have funded the test bed, as 
an RDT&E line, across the FYDP. Although a modest investment, the Test Bed is a high 
leverage program that the Department believes will produce major savings. 

ESTCP awards funds based on rigorous competition. The process begins with a solicitation to 
firms and others to identify emerging technologies that would meet installation needs. The 
response has been huge: the 2012 solicitation drew 600 proposals from leading companies in the 
building energy sector, small startups with venture capital funding and the major DOE labs. The 
proposals are reviewed by teams made up of technical experts from inside and outside of DoD 
along with Service representatives familiar with the installations’ needs; winning proposals are 
matched up with a Service and an installation at which to demonstrate the technology. ESTCP 
has funded about 70 projects, and the FYIO projects will begin reporting results this year. 

The timing for an Energy Test Bed is ideal — one reason the response from industry has been so 
strong. The federal government has invested significant resources in energy R&D, largely 
through DOE, and the private sector is making even larger investments as evidenced by the 
growth of venture capital backing for “cleantech.” As a structured demonstration program linked 
to the large DoD market, the Test Bed can leverage these resources for the military’s benefit. 

Energy Conservation Investment Program 

The FY13 budget requests $150 million for EClP, $15 million above the FY12 appropriation. 
ECIP has a long history of producing savings for the Services, and we have reoriented the 
program to give it even greater leverage. 

ECIP traditionally has funded small projects that promised a significant payback in reduced 
energy costs, and the Services relied heavily on it to achieve their energy goals. In keeping with 
DoD’s focus on energy, last year we began to reshape the role that ECIP plays — from one of 
funding the Services’ routine energy projects to one of leveraging their now-larger investments 
in ways that will produce game-changing improvements in energy consumption, costs or 
security. Two other changes are worth noting. To encourage long-term planning, we are 
requiring the Services to build a five-year program of projects that they want to get funded 
through ECIP. To encourage them to put forward their best ideas, we are replacing formula- 
funding with competition. In FY13, we incorporated competition but guaranteed each service a 
minimum level of funding. Beginning in FY14, we will award the funds based purely on 
competitive merit. 


As discussed in section IV, we are also requesting $43.9 million for ESTCP for environmental technology 
demonstrations. These two demonstration programs appear as separate lines under ESTCP in the FY 2013 budget. 
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V. ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT 

The Department has long made it a priority to protect the environment on our installations, not 
only to preserve irreplaceable resources for future generations, but to ensure that we have the 
land, water and airspace we need for military readiness. Over the last ten years, the Department 
has invested more than $40 billion in its environmental programs, and our steady level of 
expenditure has produced quality results. In the President’s FYl 3 budget, we are requesting 
$3.97 billion to continue the legacy of excellence in our environmental programs. While this is 
below the FY 1 2 request, the reduction reflects management efficiencies and improved 
technology rather than any decline in effort. 


Environmental Program Budget Request. FY13 vs, FY12 



Change from FY12 

($ Millions) 

FYl 2 Request 

FY13 Request 

Funding 

Percent 

Environmental Restoration 

$1,467 

$1,424 

-$43 

-2.9% 

Environmental Compliance 

$1,552 

$1,449 

-$103 

-6.6% 

Environmental Conservation 

$380 

$378 

-$2 

-0.3% 

Pollution Prevention 

$104 

$111 

+$6.4 

+6.1% 

Environmental Technology 

$227 

$220 

-$6.9 

-3.0% 

Legacy BRAC Environmental 

$394 

$318 

-$75,6 

-19.2% 

BRAC 2005 Environmental 

$127 

$73 

-$54.2 

-42.7% 

TOTAL 

$4,250 

$3,974 

-$277 

-6.5% 


Environmental Conservation 

In order to maintain access to the land, water and airspace needed to support our mission needs, 
the Department continues to manage successfully the many threatened and endangered species 
found on our lands. (Military installations are home to more than 400 threatened and endangered 
species, about 40 of which are found only on our installations.) DoD develops and implements 
detailed Installation Integrated Natural Resource Management Plans (INRMPs) in coordination 
with the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service (USFWS) and its state counterparts. These plans help us 
avoid critical habitat designations — ^thereby maintaining our flexibility to carry out mission 
activities — ^while providing equal or greater protection for endangered species. 
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To preserve mission readiness while complying with the Endangered Species Act, we must 
prepare for new requirements. The USFWS is required to evaluate 25 1 “candidate” species for 
potential listing on the Federal Endangered Species List by 201 7. The Services have identified 
some 60 of these as species sufficiently present on our bases that a listing could impact mission 
activities. We are establishing a partnership with USFWS to share management and scientific 
data and discuss natural resource management actions that can benefit these species. We are also 
working with the Services to ensure they are actively managing the candidate species that pose 
the greatest risk to mission, including making the appropriate changes to their INRMPs. 

In addition to natural resources, the Department is responsible for thousands of archaeological 
sites, historic buildings and other cultural resources. DoD owns or manages the nation’s largest 
inventory of Federal historic properties and continues to use many of these historic properties to 
meet mission requirements. Use of these properties allows DoD to retain significant cultural 
resources for future generations. In addition, many older buildings have features that are now 
considered “green,” such as high ceilings to encourage air circulation, large windows to provide 
maximum natural light and operational shutters to reduce heat gain. 

The Department is requesting $378 million in FY13 for environmental conservation, which 
includes $2 1 3 million in recurring funds for ongoing activities and $ 1 65 million in non-recurring 
funds for one-time projects directed at threatened and endangered species, wetland protection, or 
other natural, cultural and historical resources. 

Environmental Restoration 

The Defense Environmental Restoration Program provides funds for two types of environmental 
cleanup. The Installation Restoration Program (IRP) manages the cleanup of hazardous 
substances, pollutants and contaminants — things that cause human health concerns. The Military 
Munitions Response Propam (MMRP) manages the cleanup of unexploded ordnance and 
discarded military munitions — things that may explode. The cleanup occurs at three types of 
locations: active military bases, bases closed through the BRAC process, and other Formerly 
Used Defense Sites (FUDS). 

By the end of 201 1, the Department, in cooperation with state agencies and the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency, completed cleanup activities on 78 percent of IRP sites and is 
now monitoring the results. For MMRP sites, the comparable figure is 40 percent. The 
Department determines the order of cleanup for both IRP and MMRP sites on the basis of risk: 
by cleaning up the “worst first,” we reduce our long-term liability and expedite the return of 
properties to productive reuse. 

Our cleanup program is mature enough that we can begin to envision completion. We are 
approaching 2014, by which time we have committed to have a remedy in place (RIP) or 
response complete (RC) for every cleanup site. In anticipation of reaching that milestone, we are 
developing the next major goal for our environmental cleanup program. We have established as 
goals to achieve RC at 90 percent of our active installations in 2018 and at 95 percent in 2021. 

The sites that remain will be the most complex ones, and we W'ill need to conduct another review 
of the cleanup program when we reach that point. 
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We are requesting $1.8 billion for FY13 to clean up IRP and MMRP sites. This includes $1.45 
billion for "Environmental Restoration," which encompasses active installations and FUDS sites, 
$3 1 8 million for "Legacy BRAC Environmental" and $73 million for "BRAC 2005 
Environmental." While these figures represent reductions from FY12, we have not reduced our 
commitment to the program, as evidenced by our ambitious goals for achieving 95 percent RC 
over the next decade. Rather, the cut to Environmental Restoration is attributable to program 
reforms and reorganized oversight of the FUDS program by the Corps of Engineers. In addition, 
we have temporarily reduced investments in the MMRP portion of our program, anticipating 
validation of a major new cleanup approach able to detect and characterize unexploded 
ordinance (see the discussion below). We expect the MMRP request to increase once the new 
technology is validated and put into wider use. Finally, the BRAC investments are decreasing 
because we are making progress completing the much smaller number of BRAC sites. 

Pollution Prevention 

For FY13, the DoD is requesting $1 10 million for pollution prevention efforts. DoD's approach 
to pollution prevention has many elements: recycling, reducing the use of hazardous materials 
and developing safer alternatives to them, eliminating the use of ozone-depleting substances, 
purchasing environmentally preferable products, and ensuring that DoD activities do not 
adversely impact the nation's air, water and land resources. 

DoD is working to incorporate sustainable practices into acquisition and maintenance operations 
of military systems and into the day-to-day operations of our installations. By designing systems 
or practices such that waste (hazardous or non-hazardous) is minimized or eliminated, we reduce 
the overall cost of operations over the long term. For operational systems that are well past the 
design phase, the pollution prevention program funds initiatives that will, for example, change 
maintenance practices or find alternatives for toxic substances used to prevent corrosion. 

With its limited budget, DoD’s pollution prevention program has emphasized cost-effective 
investments that lower life-cycle costs and improve efficiency. These investments continue to 
pay dividends. In FYl 1, the Department diverted 4,1 million tons or 64 percent of our solid 
waste from landfills, avoiding approximately $148 million in landfill disposal costs. We 
generated over 4 million tons of construction and demolition debris, diverting more than 77 
percent of that debris to reuse and recycle. Additionally, the Department realized a 4 percent 
reduction in Toxic Release Inventory reportable releases in 201 0 compared to 2009. 

Environmental Compliance 

Clean water and air are essential to the health and well being of our communities and 
ecosystems. The Department continues to maintain a high level of compliance with 
environmental laws and regulations. For example, the Department provides safe drinking water 
to the 3.4 million men, women, and children working and living on our military installations. 

Our FY13 budget requests $1.4 billion for environmental compliance — $103 million below last 
year’s request. This decrease reflects the fact that the Department has completed many one-time 
repairs and upgrades to infrastructure, such as hazardous waste storage facilities, underground 
storage tanks and waste water treatments facilities. 
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Environmental Technology 

A key part of DoD’s approach to meeting its environmental obligations and improving its 
performance is its pursuit of advances in science and technology. The Department has a long 
record of success when it comes to developing innovative environmental technologies and 
getting them transferred out of the laboratory and into actual use — on our installations, in our 
depots and in the very weapon systems we acquire. 

To accomplish this, the Department relies on two closely linked programs — the Strategic 
Environmental Research and Development Program (SERDP) and the Environmental Security 
Technology Certification Program (ESTCP). SERDP is DoD’s environmental science and 
technology program; its mission is to address high priority cross-service environmental 
requirements and develop solutions to the Department’s most critical environmental challenges. 
As one of the only R&D programs aimed at reducing DoD operating costs, SERDP has allowed 
Department to avoid spending billions of dollars for environmental cleanup, environmental 
liability and weapons system maintenance. ESTCP’s mission is to transition technology out of 
the lab. It does this by demonstrating the technology in a real-world setting, such as a clean-up 
site on a military installation or at an aireraft maintenance depot. This “direct technology 
insertion” has proven key to getting regulators and end users to embrace new technology. 

A decade ago, SERDP and ESTCP took on a challenge — developing technologies that could 
discriminate between scrap metal and hazardous UXO (“beer cans and bombs”). Current clean- 
up methods lack that ability — ^their false-positive rate is 99,99 percent. As a result, contractors 
must dig up hundreds of thousands of metal objects in order to identify and remove just a few 
pieces of UXO, Because this process is so labor-intensive, it is very expensive: the estimated 
cost to clean up UXO on known DoD sites is more than $14 billion. However, as I reported last 
year, ten years of investment by SERDP and ESTCP have yielded technologies that can 
discriminate between UXO and harmless metal objects with a high degree of reliability. This is 
a remarkable achievement and one that many clean-up experts thought was impossible. 

ESTCP has initiated live-site demonstrations to acquire the data needed to validate, gain 
regulatory approval for and fully transition these technologies into the field. Beginning in FYl 1 , 
we accelerated these demonstrations so that the technology would be ready by 2015, when the 
Services undertake major UXO clean-up efforts. We have conducted demonstrations on seven 
sites exhibiting diverse conditions, and the results show that on most sites the new technologies 
can distinguish the metallic scrap 70-90 percent of the time. 

The challenges to implementing new technology go beyond demonstration of technical success, 
however. For these new UXO technologies to get deployed, our key partners — commercial 
cleanup firms, state and federal regulators, and DoD contracting experts — must all be 
comfortable with what represents a fundamentally new approach to UXO cleanup (e.g., with the 
current technology, DoD pays contractors for each hole they dig up). Toward that end, my office 
is engaging with each group to work through its concerns. For example, contractors want to be 
sure they can recoup their investment in expensive new equipment; and regulators want to 
provide for management of the residual risk (i.e., any UXO found after the cleanup is complete). 
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The interactions to date have been promising: all of our partners appear committed to adopting 
the new technologies once we have answered their concerns. State regulators are particularly 
supportive because they recognize that DoD will be able to clean up UXO sites sooner. 

The FY13 budget request includes $65.3 million for SERDP and $43.9 million for ESTCP for 
environmental technology demonstrations. (The budget request for ESTCP includes an 
additional $32 million for energy technology demonstrations, as discussed in section III above.) 
Of the $43,9 million requested for ESTCP environmental technology demonstrations, $14 
million will go to support the UXO live-site technology demonstrations. 

The FY13 budget request for Environmental Technology overall is $220 million. In addition to 
SERDP and ESTCP, this includes funding for the Services’ environmental research and 
development. The Services’ investments focus on Service-unique environmental technology 
requirements and complement the larger, cross-Service SERDP and ESTCP investments. 

SERDP and ESTCP work closely with the Services to coordinate and leverage their investments. 

Compatible Development 

Encroachment is a growing challenge to the military mission, particularly test and training. 
Sprawl, incompatible land use and other forms of encroachment put the Department’s test and 
training missions at risk and reduce military readiness. For example, lights from developments 
near installations reduce the effectiveness of night vision training, and land development that 
destroys endangered species habitat causes those species to move onto less developed military 
lands, resulting in restrictions on the type, timing and frequency of test and training. I want to 
highlight three efforts I oversee that are designed to deal with this challenge. 

Readiness and Environmental Protection Initiative 

The Readiness and Environmental Protection Initiative (REPI) is a key tool for combating the 
encroachment that could negatively impact the operations of our bases. Under REPI, the 
Department partners with conservation organizations and state and local governments to preserve 
buffer land around our installations and ranges. The preservation of buffer land allows the 
Department to avoid much more costly alternatives, such as training workarounds or investments 
to replace existing testing and training capability. Through its unique cost-sharing partnerships, 
REPI directly leverages the Department's investments one-to-one. In the current real estate 
market, where property is more affordable and there are a great may willing sellers, REPI is a 
particularly good investment, 

REPI's utility can be enhanced by looking beyond the immediate vicinity of installations and 
leveraging it across a regional landscape. For example, the airspace in and around Eglin Air 
Force Base has become increasingly crowded as new missions drive testing and training 
requirements. To avoid saturating the airspace, the Air Force is looking at the possibility of 
conducting missions across the entire gulf coast region (lower Alabama, Mississippi and the 
Florida Panhandle) in an effort called the Gulf Regional Airspace Strategic Initiative (GRASI). 
REPI can help GRASI achieve its goals by conserving key areas well outside Eglin — effectively 
expanding the training space available to Eglin and other installations in the region. This 
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strategy will allow the Air Force to expand capacity at a fraction of what it would cost to acquire 
additional installations and build permanent infrastructure. Further, REPI hopes to take 
advantage of its unique authority by leveraging funding from environmental organizations that 
have a similarly ambitious plan to conserve lands in this region, providing an opportunity to meet 
compatible military and environmental goals at reduced cost for each stakeholder. 

The President’s FY13 budget requests $50.6M million for REPI. 

Office of Economic Adjustment’s Compatible Use Program 

OEA’s Compatible Use Program provides direct assistance to communities to help them prevent 
and/or mitigate development that is incompatible with nearby military operations. OEA provides 
technical and financial assistance to state and local governments to undertake a Joint Land Use 
Study (JLUS) in cooperation with the local military installation. 

A JLUS serves as a powerful tool to bring a military installation and the surrounding community 
together to identify and address compatible use issues, develop a set of compatibility guidelines 
and implement specific measures to ensure the long-term viability of the military mission. The 
kinds of implementation measures that come out of a JLUS include: conservation buffers; 
aviation easements; the establishment of military influence areas with associated limits on 
development; the incorporation of sound-attenuation measiues into building codes; requirements 
for disclosure of military activities (e.g., aircraft noise) in real estate transactions; ordinances to 
limit lighting that would interfere with night vision training; the transfer of development rights; 
and local development review procedures that ensure military input. 

OEA has more than 70 JLUS projects currently underway, and they provide a useful complement 
to REPI’s efforts. For example, through the JLUS process, military and stakeholder 
communities may identify an issue for which a REPI project may provide resolution. 

Renewable Energy Siting 

Although most transmission and renewable energy projects are compatible with the military 
mission, some can interfere with test, training and operational activities. Until recently, the 
process by which DoD reviewed projects and handled disputes was opaque, time-consuming and 
ad hoc, resulting in costly delays. Spurred in part by Congress, DoD created the DoD Siting 
Clearinghouse to serve as a single point of contact within the Department on this issue and to 
establish a timely and transparent review process. The goal is to facilitate the siting of energy 
projects while protecting test, training, and operational assets vital to the national defense. 

The results are impressive: to date, the Clearinghouse has overseen the evaluation by technical 
experts of 506 proposed energy projects, and 486 of them, or 96 percent, have been found to 
have little or no impact. The 486 projects cleared represent 24 gigawatts of potential energy 
from wind, solar and geothermal sources. The remaining 20 projects are undergoing further 
study, and we are engaged with industry, state and local governments, and federal permitting and 
regulatory agencies to identify and implement mitigation measures, where possible. 
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In addition to reviewing projects, the Clearinghouse has conducted aggressive outreach to energy 
developers, environmental and conservation groups, state and local governments, and other 
federal agencies. By encouraging developers to share project information, we hope to avert 
potential problems early in the process. We are being proactive as well in looking at regions 
where renewable projects could threaten valuable test and training ranges. ' ‘ The Clearinghouse 
is working with DOE, DHS, and the Federal Aviation Administration to model the impact of 
turbines on surveillance radars, evaluate alternative mitigation technologies, and expedite 
fielding of validated solutions. 

Finally, the Clearinghouse is taking advantage of Section 358 of the FYl 1 NDAA, which allows 
DoD to accept voluntary contributions from developers to pay for mitigation. The Clearinghouse 
and the Navy recently negotiated an agreement that provides for the developer to pay the cost to 
mitigate the impact of wind turbines on the precision approach radar on a runway at Naval Air 
Station (NAS) Kingsville, TX. The agreement facilitates the continued growth of wind energy 
generation along the Texas Coastal Plain while providing for the safety of student pilots at NAS 
Kingsville and NAS Corpus Christi. We believe there will be many other situations in which a 
developer is willing to pay the relatively small cost of mitigation in order to realize the much 
larger value of the project; Section 358 is an extremely useful, market-based tool that allows us 
to negotiate those win-win deals. 


Conclusion 

My office takes seriously our mission to strengthen DoD’s infrastructure backbono — the 
installations that serve to train, deploy and support our warfighters. Thank you for your strong 
support for the Department’s installation and environment programs and for its military mission 
more broadly. I look forward to working with you on the challenges and opportunities ahead. 


DoD is conducting a study to identify areas of likely adverse mission impact in the region that is home to China 
Lake and Edwards Air Force Base in California, and Neliis Air Force Base and the Nevada Test and Training Range 
in Nevada, These installations are the Department’s premier sites for test and evaluation and require a pristine 
environment clear of interference. The results of the study will be used to inform stakeholders of areas where the 
Department is likely to oppose the siting of wind torbines and solar towers. 
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Mr. Culberson. We go next to Ms. Hammack, if I could; and, 
Madam Secretary, thank you very much for being with us today. 

Opening Statement 

Ms. Hammack. Thank you very much. Chairman Culberson, Rep- 
resentative Bishop, and other members who may join us later. On 
behalf of soldiers, families, and civilians of the U.S. Army, I want 
to thank you for the opportunity to talk to you a little bit about 
our budget for fiscal year 2013. 

The budget request supports an Army that is in transition, yet 
we are still at war. We know the fiscal challenges that the Nation 
faces and are planning accordingly to implement what was asked 
us by the Budget Control Act. The committee’s continued support 
will ensure that the Army remains ready, manned, trained, and 
equipped to face the challenges of protecting this Nation. 

Mr. Culberson. Secretary Hammack, forgive me. I will have to 
step out and go vote. None of my colleagues are here yet. If you 
would excuse us, we will just have to stand in recess as briefly as 
possible. Thank you for your patience and understanding. 

We stand in recess. 

[Recess.] 

Mr. Culberson. The subcommittee will come back to order. 

We thank you for your patience in light of these votes. I apolo- 
gize for the interruption. 

Secretary Hammack, I would ask you to please continue with 
your statement. Thank you very much. 

Ms. Hammack. Thank you very much. Chairman Culberson. 

The Army’s budget request reflects the Nation’s current fiscal re- 
ality and is a 32 percent reduction from the prior year. Pending the 
strategic decisions on Army’s end strength reductions, force struc- 
ture, and stationing across the country has required the Army to 
review our facility investments and to defer some of those invest- 
ments that could be impacted by force structure changes. The Ac- 
tive Army MILCON budget in particular has been reduced to defer 
projects, while we have not taken similar cuts in National Guard 
or Reserve. Once the total Army analysis has been completed, the 
Army will then rebalance the fiscal year 2014 military construction 
budget to meet the needs of a realigned force. 

The Army has implemented a Facility Strategy 2020, which is a 
facility investment strategy to provide quality energy efficient 
structures while taking down some of our more inefficient build- 
ings. This strategy is a cost-effective and efficient approach to facil- 
ity investments that reduces unneeded footprint, saves energy by 
preserving the most efficient facilities, and consolidates functions 
for better space utilization. It also, as I mentioned before, demol- 
ishes failing buildings and uses appropriate excess facilities as 
lease alternatives. 

For fiscal year 2013, the Army’s budget is $3.6 billion, 103 
projects, of which $1.9 billion is Active Army, $614 million National 
Guard, and $306 million for the Reserves. 

I want to talk a little bit about Base Realignment and Closure, 
echoing a little bit that Dr. Robyn said, that the Army met our 
BRAG 2005 obligations within the 6-year implementation window. 
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BRAG 2005 was very different for the Army in that it was a 
transformational BRAG, transformed how the Army trains, de- 
ploys, supplies, equips, cares for and garrisons its soldiers, families, 
and civilians. We shut down 11 installations, 387 Reserve compo- 
nent sites, realigned 53 installations and/or functions at an invest- 
ment of almost $18 billion, which included 329 major construction 
projects. 

As of January, 2012, the Army conveyed an unprecedented 47 
percent of our BRAG 2005 total excess acreage of over 35,000 acres, 
which was higher than we had in any other BRAG round. Other 
BRAG rounds waited until the BRAG date of closure and then 
transfer started. But we were able to in this BRAG round transfer 
land during the BRAG process. 

For fiscal year 2013, the Army is requesting about $100 million 
for BRAG 2005; and, of that, there is a significant portion, about 
a 50/50 split, for BRAG 2005 to handle environmental and care- 
taker. The 48.4 is the caretaker. But we also are requesting $79 
million for prior BRAG rounds. The prior BRAG rounds, a more sig- 
nificant portion is for the environmental cleanup. Only $4 million 
is for the caretaker status. 

The Army does support the DoD request for BRAG authority for 
2013 and 2015, because changes in force structure will necessitate 
evaluation of our facilities to optimize usage and capability. We 
have listened to Gongress and have followed your guidance to re- 
duce costs and footprint in Europe and in Korea. In Europe, over 
the last 6 years, we have closed 97 sites and returned 23,000 acres. 
In the next 4 years, we plan to close another 23 sites and return 
6,400 acres, primarily in Germany. In Korea, over the last 6 years, 
we have closed 34 sites, with 7,300 acres returned; and in the next 
4 years we plan another 20 sites and 9,400 acres. So we are imple- 
menting a BRAG-like Base Realignment and Glosure overseas simi- 
lar to what has been done in the United States. 

BRAG 2005 also greatly benefited the Army Guard and Reserve 
in that they consolidated on a three-to-one basis out of failing fa- 
cilities into newer facilities, returning that land in communities for 
greater economic use and taxpaying use. 

On energy, the Army has a comprehensive energy and sustain- 
ability program. Reducing energy at Army facilities is mission crit- 
ical to us, as we have seen energy challenges due to recent weather 
events. The tornadoes that we have seen over the last 12 months 
have had an impact on some of our installations in reducing access 
to energy as power lines go down, causing us to rely on generators. 
So we recognize that energy is mission critical to us. It is also oper- 
ationally necessary, while at the same time it is a fiscally prudent 
use of funds. 

Since 2003, the Army has reduced our installation energy con- 
sumption by 13 percent, while, at the same time, our number of ac- 
tive soldiers and civilians has increased by 20 percent. 

The Army also, instead of developing our own high-performance 
building code, we adopted a national standard ASHRAE 189.1, 
which is a peer-reviewed, publicly available standard, something 
that is used by contractors in the private sector as well and that 
simplifies working with the Army. It also develops or returns to us 
a 40 percent savings in energy and water for new construction. 
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We have implemented in the last 12 months a net zero initiative, 
which focuses on reducing energy, water, and waste on our Army 
installations. We have 17 pilot installations that are looking to get 
to a net zero point by 2020. 

We also have implemented an Energy Initiatives Task Force that 
is focusing on large-scale alternative energy production to give us 
the energy security on our installations that we so desperately 
need. 

At the same time, we have accelerated the use of energy saving 
performance contracts. These are contracts where the private sec- 
tor invests in energy efficiency projects and puts the capital up to 
install it on an Army installation, and we pay them back out of en- 
ergy savings. In the first quarter of fiscal year 2012, we imple- 
mented $93 million of contracts for energy saving performance con- 
tracts; and that was more than we did in all of fiscal year 2011, 
which was at $74 million. So the Army is on track, if not ahead 
of schedule, to meet the goal set by the President of high-perform- 
ance contracting in the military sector. 

At the same time, though, we have been working on our process 
time, which has been a challenge historically in getting contracts 
signed. And we have cut our process time in half, down to 12 to 
14 months in contracting. 

With that, I would like to thank you for your attention, and I 
look forward to your questions after the other secretaries have a 
chance to introduce. 

Mr. Culberson. Thank you very much. Madam Secretary. 

[The information follows:] 
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INTRODUCTION 

Chairman Culberson, Mr Bishop and Members of the Committee, on behalf of the 
Soldiers, Families and Civilians of the United States Army, I want to thank you for the 
opportunity to present ttie Army’s Installation Management Community Fiscal Year (FY) 
2013 Military Construction budget request. 

The Army’s FY 2013 Military Construction budget request supports an Army in 
transition while still at war. We understand the fiscal challenges faced by the Nation. 
Through efforts like the Army Facility Strategy 2020, the Army Family Covenant, the 
Army Community Covenant, and the Army Energy Enterprise, the Installation 
Management Community is focused on providing the facilities to support a trained and 
ready land force. We continue to be careful stewards of both the fiscal and 
environmental resources provided to the Army. 

Over the past four years, the Army, with the support of the Congress, has 
regained balance, restoring strategic flexibility for the Nation. Continued support of the 
Congress will ensure the Army remains manned, trained, equipped and ready for all 
challenges and to protect America’s interests at home and abroad. The committee’s 
commitment to our Soldiers, Families and Civilians and support of the Army’s military 
construction program is deeply appreciated. The Army’s strength is its Soldiers - and 
the Families and Army Civilians who support them. They are and vwll continue to be the 
centerpiece of our Army. America’s Army is the Strength of the Nation. 

OVERVIEW 

The Army’s FY 2013 President’s Budget requests $3.6 billion for Military 
Construction (MILCON), Army Family Housing (AFH), and Base Realignment and 
Closure (BRAC). This request is $1.7 biilion less or a 32 percent reduction from the FY 
2012 request. The $3.6 billion request represents three percent of Uie total Army 
budget. Of the $3.6 billion requested, $1 .9 billion is for the Active Army, $614 million is 
for the Army National Guard, $306 million is for the Army Reserve, $1 86 million is for 

-1 - 
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BRAC, and $535 miilion is for AFH. In addition and in support of Army installations and 
facilities the President’s budget requested $9.0 billion for Base Operations Support 
(BOS) and $1.17 billion for environmental programs. 

The 32 percent reduction in this budget request reflects the new fiscal reality that 
wo are facing as a Natton. The Budget Control Act of 201 1 combined with the pending 
strategic decisions on Army end-strength reductions and force structure and stationing 
across the country required the Anmy to review the facility investments necessary to 
sustain an All Volunteer Army. This MILCON budget request reflects the investments 
required in training, maintensmce, operations, and quality of life facilities to preserve the 
all volunteer force. 


ARMY FACILITY STRATEGY 2020 

As we shape the Army of 2020 through a series of strategic choices over the 
coming months and years, the Installation Management Community looks to implement 
its Army Fadlity Strategy 2020 (AFS 2020) to provide quality, energy efficient facilities in 
support of the Force. AFS 2020 provides a strategic framework to manage facilities at 
Army installations and is integrated vdth Army Systems and Force Structure decisions. 
AFS 2020 proposes a more cost effective and efficient approach to facility investments 
that reduces unneeded footprint, saves energy by preserving more efficient facilities, 
consolidates functions for better space utilization, demolishes failing buildings and uses 
appropriate excess facilities as lease alternatives while meeting future Force drawdown 
as a 2020 objective. 

AFS 2020 incorporates a facility investment strategy using MILCON funding to 
build out critical facility shortages; MILCON and Operation & Maintenance-Restoration 
& Modernization (O&M R&M) funding to improve existing facility quality; O&M 
Sustainment funding to maintain existing facilities; and O&M Demolition & Disposal 
funding to eliminate failing excess facilities. Investments from MILCON and O&M 
funding will support facilities grouped in the following categories: Global Defense 
Posture Realignment; Redeployment/Force Structure; Modularity; Barracks; 
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Recapitalization/Deficit; and Ranges and Training Facilities. The FY 2013 budget 
request begins the implementation of the AFS 2020 Facility Investment Strategy (FIS) 
by building out shortfalls for barracks, maintenance facilities, ranges, and Reserve 
Component facilities. 


FISCAL YEAR 2013 BUDGET REQUEST 
MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, ARMY 

The Active Army FY 2013 Military Construction, Army (MCA) budget request is 
for $1 ,923,323,000 (for appropriation and authorization of appropriations) to support the 
Army facility investment strategy. There are no requests for construction in Germany as 
we reassess our force structure in that country. The MCA budget has been further 
reduced by deferring projects that could be impacted by the Total Army Analysis (TAA). 
Upon completion of the TAA, future MCA budget requests will be rebalanced to meet 
the needs of a realigned force. 

Barracks Buyout ($401M/21%): The FY 201 3 budget request will provide for 
1,180 new permanent party barracks spaces that will meet Department of Defense 
“1+1” construction standard and contribute to the reduction of inadequate permanent 
patty barracks and deficits. The locations of these projects are at Joint Base San 
Antonio, Texas; Wheeler Army Air Field and Sdiofield Barracks, Hawaii; and Camp 
Ederle, Italy. The FY 2013 request will also provide our Soldiers 2,280 new training 
barracks spaces that meet applicable standards. The locations of these projects are at 
Fort Jackson, South Carolina; Fort Lee, Virginia; and Fort Leonard Wood, Missouri. 

The total barracks buyout investments will provide 3,460 spaces at seven installations. 

Global Defense Posture Realignment ($12BM/7%): The FY 2013 budget request 
includes two projects that support forward deployed forces in the Pacific Theater: $45 
million for a battalion complex at Army Garrison Humphreys in South Korea and $18 
million for a vehicle maintenance facility in Sagami, Japan. The request also includes 
$65 million for two mission projects for units currently stationed at Fort Leonard Wood, 
Missouri in temporary or failing structures. 
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Modularity ($301 M/16%): The FY 2013 budget requests $78 million to support a 
critical strategic communication facility required by the Army’s Network Enterprise 
Technology Command in its continuous pursuit of improved command and control, 
communication and intelligence linkages between Combatant Commandem and the 
National Command Authorities. Another $128 million supports barracks and mission 
facilities for unaccompanied Soldiers at Fort Campbell, Kentucky and Joint Base Lewis- 
McChord, Washington. The remaining $95 million will provide aircraft maintenance 
hangers for the Combat Aviation Brigade at Fort Drum, New York. 

Redeployment/Force Structure ($165M/9%): The FY 2013 budget request 
includes $30 million for infrastructure necessary to support six Special Operations 
Command (SOCOM) buildings programmed in FYs 2012 and 2013. Senate Report 
104-116 accompanying the Military Constmction Appropriation Bill, 1996, prohibited the 
inclusion of infrastructure improvements in SOCOM Defense Wide MILCON budget 
requests and Senate Report 104-116 directed the military departments responsible for 
supporting the special operations forces to provide installation infrastructure as well as 
other common support facilities. The request includes $1 07 million to support the 
fielding of the Gray Eagle units at Fort Bragg, North Carolina; Fort Campbell, Kentucky; 
Fort Hood, Texas; Fort Riley, Kansas; and Fort Stewart, Georgia. As a result of the 
Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007 and Executive Order, the remaining $28 
million replaces failing heating systems with ground source heat transfer systems at 
Fort Benning and Fort Gordon, Georgia. 

Recapitalization/Deficit: ($572M/30%): The FY 2013 budget request includes 1 1 
projects with investments of $94 million for operations facilities, $202 million for 
operational support facilities and $276 million for institutional support projects. Included 
in the $202 million is $91 million for a waste water treatment plant at Joint Base Lewis- 
McChord, Washington. Joint Base Lewis-McChord must recapitalize this plant to meet 
the more stringent Puget Sound effluent standards and avoid escalating environmental 
violations. Also included is $93 million to support the upgrade of the Army’s aging 
critical industrial base facilities located at Corpus Christi Army Depot, Texas; Joint Base 
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McGuire-Dix-Lakehurst, New Jersey; and the Military Ocean Terminal Concord, 
California. The two institutional support projects are the Cadet Barracks at the United 
States Military Academy for $192 million and the expansion of the Arlington National 
Cemetery for $84 million, plus planning and design funds to support the development of 
the former Navy Annex. The Cadet Barracks will provide 325 modem two-person 
rooms for the future leaders of the Amny, eliminating current overcrowding. The 
expansion of the Arlington National Cemetery’s Millennium Site will provide hallowed 
burial grounds for Soldiers, Sailors, Airmen, and Marines beyond 2025. 

Ranges and Training Facilities ($232M/12%): The FY2013 budget request 
includes $160 million for training ranges to support multiple weapon systems and $72 
million in digital/simulations training facilities. The Army ranges and training facilities 
are used by all components of the Army to achieve mission combat readiness. The 
current ranges do not meet the quantity required by training demands and/or require 
modernization to meet current weapons qualification standards. 

Other Support Programs ($124M/6%): The FY 2013 budget request includes 
$65 million for planning and design of MCA projects and $34 million for the oversight of 
design and construction of projects funded by host nations. As executive agent, the 
Army provides oversight of host nation funded construction in Japan, Korea, and 
Europe for all Services. The FY 2013 budget also requests $25 million for unspecified 
minor construction to address unforeseen critical needs. 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, ARMY NATIONAL GUARD 

The Army National Guard FY 2013 MILCON budget request of $613,799,000 (for 
appropriation and authorization of appropriations) is focused on Modularity, 
Recapitalization/Deficit, Ranges and Training Facilities, Barracks, and other support 
programs. 

Modularity ($227.2M/37%): The FY 201 3 budget request is comprised of 15 
projects, which include nine Readiness Centers/ Armed Forces Resen/e Centers, two 
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Combined Support Maintenance Shops, tvw Army Awation Support Facilities, one Field 
Maintenance Shop, and one Refill Station Building. 

Recapitalimtion/Deficit ($310.5M/51%): The Army National Guard budget 
requests 18 projects to replace failing, inefficient facilities. There is one Maneuver Area 
Training & Equipment Site, four Regional Training Institutes (RTI), five Readiness 
Centers/ Armed Forces Reserve Centers, two Operations Readiness Training 
Complexes, three Field Maintenance Shops, one Taxiway, Ramp & Hangar Alterations, 
one Unit Training Equipment Site, and one RTI enlisted barracks. These projects will 
provide modernized facilities to enhance the Guard’s operational readiness. 

Ranges and Training Facilities ($34 AM/5%): The FY 2013 budget request 
includes four projects which will support the Army National Guard’s training of its 
operational force. These funds will provide the facilities Soldiers require as they train, 
mobilize, and deploy. Included are one Live Fire Shoot House, one Combined Arms 
Collective Training Facility, one Urban Assault Course, and one Scout Reconnaissance 
Range. 

Other Support Programs ($41 .7M/7%): The FY 2013 Army National Guard 
budget request includes $26.6 million for planning and design of future projects and 
$15.1million for unspecified minor military construction to address unforeseen critical 
needs. 

Special Program Considerations: The Army National Guard requests a technical 
correction to the scope of the FY 2010 North Las Vegas, Nevada Readiness Center. 
Due to technical errors, the DD Form 1391 did not reflect the correct size for two line 
items and omitted one line item from what was presented to Congress. The Readiness 
Center should read 68,593 square feet (SF) vice 65,347 SF, and the unheated 
equipment storage area read 10,000 SF vice 4,800 SF. In addition 26,000 SF unheated 
vehicle storage must be added. All changes in scope can be executed within the 
appropriated amount of the project. 


- 6 - 



43 


MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, ARMY RESERVE 

The Army Reserve FY 2013 MILCON budget request for $305,846,000 (for 
appropriation and authorization of appropriations) is for Recapitalization/Deficit; Ranges 
and Training Facilities, Barracks, and other support programs. 

Recapitalization/Deficit ($258.8M85%): The FY 2013 Army Reserve budget 
request includes $268.8 million for facilities that prepare our Soldiers for success in 
current operations. The construction of six new Army Reserve Centers, one Armed 
Forces Reserve Center, and one Operational Readiness Training Complex will provide 
modernized training classrooms, simulations capabilities, and maintenance platforms 
that support ttie Army force generation cycle and the ability of the Army Reserve to 
provide trained and ready soldiers for Army missions when called. The construction of 
one Equipment Concentration Site will enhance maintenance, equipment training set 
and storage capacity at Fort McCoy, Wisconsin. In addition, the request includes a new 
Central Issue Facility and a consolidated Dining Facility at Ft McCoy. The construction 
of these two facilities will provide modern, technologically advanced and energy efficient 
facilities, as well as demolish eight failing World War II era wood structures. 

Ranges and Training Faciiities ($15.9M/5%): The budget request includes three 
ranges that enable Soldiers to hone their combat skills. Two ranges will be constructed 
at the Devens Reserve Forces Training Area, Massachusetts and one will be 
constructed at Joint Base McGuire-Dix-Lakehurst, New Jersey to support reserve 
component Soldiers in the northeastern part of the country. 

Barracks Buyout ($4.3M/1%): The budget request includes an Unaccompanied 
Personnel Housing (UPH) barracks project for permanent party Soldiers assigned to 
Fort Hunter-Liggett, California. 
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Other Support Programs ($26.8M/9%); The FY 201 3 Army Reserve budget 
request includes $15.9 million for planning and design of future year projects and $10.9 
million for unspecified minor military construction to address unforeseen critical needs. 

ARMY FAMILY HOUSING 

The Army's FY13 budget request for $534,692,000 (for appropriation and 
authorization of appropriations) is for the Army’s investment in and operation of its 
worldwide inventory of family housing assets. The Army relies first on the locai 
economy to provide housing for our Soldiers. When housing on the economy is not 
available, the Army provides housing by various means including government-owned, 
privatized, and leased housing. The Army has successfully privatized 98 percent of on- 
post housing assets inside the United States, while overseas we primarily house 
Families in Army-owned and leased quarters. 

Residential Communities Initiative (RCI). In 1999, the Army began privatizing 
housing assets and the RCI continues to provide quality housing that Soldiers and their 
Families and senior single Soldiers can proudly call home. The Army leverages 
appropriated funds and existing housing by engaging in 50-year partnerships with 
nationally recognized private real estate development, property management, and home 
builder firms to construct, renovate, repair, maintain, and operate housing communities. 

RCI Family housing is at 44 locations, with a projected end state of over 85,000 
homes - 98 percent of the on-post Family housing inventory inside the United States. 
Initial construction and renovation investment at these 44 installations is estimated at 
$12.7 billion over a three to 14 year initial development period, which includes the 
Army’s contribution of close to $2.0 billion. From 1999 through 2012, our partners have 
constructed 27,497 new homes, and renovated another 23,025 homes. 

The RCI program for Senior Unaccompanied Housing Includes four installations 
for a total of 1 ,394 accommodations for senior single Soldiers in grade Staff Sergeant 
and above including officers at locations where there is a deficit of adequate 
accommodations off post. The four locations are Forts Inwin, Drum, Bragg, and Stewart. 
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ARMY FAMILY HOUSING CONSTRUCTION 

AFH Construction ($4.6M/1 %): The Army’s FY 201 3 Family Housing 
Construction request is $4,6 million for planning and design of future projects to 
continue our significant investment in our Soldiers and their Families. This supports 
our goal to improve Army owned housing and eliminate our remaining inadequate 
inventory at enduring overseas installations. 

ARMY FAMILY HOUSING OPERATIONS 

AfH Operations ($530M/99%): The FY 2013 budget request includes $530.1 
million for Operations, Utilities, Maintenance and Repair, Leased Family housing, and 
management of RCI, This request supports over 1 6,000 Army-owned homes, in the 
United States and in foreign countries, as well as almost 7,500 leased residences and 
provides government oversight of more than 83,000 privatized homes. 

Operations ($102.9M): The operations account includes four sub-accounts: 
management, services, furnishings, and a small miscellaneous account. All operations 
sub-accounts are considered "must pay accounts” based on actual bills that must be 
paid to manage and operate the AFH owned inventory. 

Utilities ($88. 1M): The utilities account includes the cost of delivering heat, air 
conditioning, electricity, water, and wastewater support for owned or leased (not 
privatized) Family housing units. The overall size of the utilities account is decreasing in 
proportion to the reduction in supported inventory due to RCI. 

Maintenance and Repair ($109.5M): The maintenance and repair account 
supports annual recurring projects to maintain eind revitalize AFH real property assets. 
Since most Family housing operational expenses are fixed, maintenance and repair is 
the account most affected by budget changes. This funding ensures that we 
appropriately maintain housing so that we do not adversely impact Soldier and Family 
quality of life. 
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Leasing ($203.5M): The Army leasing program is another way to provide 
Soldiers and their Families adequate housing. The FY 2013 budget request includes 
funding for a total of 7,490 housing units, including 250 existing Section 2835 (“build-to- 
lease” - formerly known as 801 leases), 1 .478 temporary domestic leases in the US, 
and 5,762 leased units overseas. 

Privatization ($26.0M): The privatization account provides operating funds for 
management and oversight of privatized military family housing in the RCI program. 

BCl program costs include; civilian pay, travel, and contracts for environmental and real 
estate functions; training; real estate and financial consultant sen/ices, and oversight to 
monitor compliance and performance of the overall privatized housing portfolio and 
individual projects. 


BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 
BRAC 2005 

The Army met its BRAC obligations within the six-year implementation window 
on 1 5 September 2011. The implementation of BRAC 2005 enabled the Army to 
reshape the infrastoicture supporting the Operating Force, the Generating Force and 
the Reserve Component transforming how the Army, trains, deploys, supplies, equips, 
cares for and garrisons its Soldiers, Families and Civilians. BRAC 2005 closed 12 
installations, 387 Reserve Component sites, realigned 53 installations and/or functions 
at an investment of almost $18 billion which included 329 major construction projects. 
The completion of those recommendations, combined with the efficiencies achieved in 
the completion of the other Army BRAC recommendations, generates almost $2 billion 
in annual recurring savings. BRAC 2005 relocated three (3) four-star and five (5) three- 
star headquarters to multi-use installations that support the missions of those 
headquarters, six (6) Joint and Army Training Centers of Excellence, a Human 
Resources Center of Excellence, seven (7) Joint bases, four (4) Joint mobilization sites, 
and two (2) Joint technical and research facilities. It transformed the Army’s industrial 
base, medical infrastructure and authorized 125 multi-component Armed Forces 
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Reserve Centers and realigned the Army Reserve command and control structure. The 
Army has also conveyed an unprecedented A7% of its 70,31 1 BRAG 2005 total excess 
acreage as of January 2012. The remaining focus for BRAC 2005 is to dispose of the 
balance of excess property. 

The Army FY 2013 budget request for BRAC 2005 is $106,219,000. The funding 
request includes $48.4 million to support facility caretaker requirements, in FY 2013, 
the Army will continue environmental closure, cleanup and disposal of BRAC properties. 
These activities will continue efforts previously ongoing under the Army Installation 
Restoration Prc^ram and will ultimately support future property transfer actions. The 
budget request for environmental programs is $57.8 million, which includes 
management of munitions and explosives of concern as well as hazardous and toxic 
waste restoration activities. The timely execution of environmental restoration projects 
in FY 2013 at several industrial sites, such as Riverbank Army Ammunition Plant, 
California, Lone Star Army Ammunition Plant, Texas and Kansas Army Ammunition 
Plant, Kansas is critical to transferring property back into productive re-use and job 
creation. 


BRAC 1990 

The Army is requesting $79,863,000 in FY2013 for prior BRAC rounds. The 
request includes $4.5 million for caretaking operations and program management of 
remaining properties and $75.4 million for environmental restoration to address 
environmental restoration efforts at 280 sites at 36 prior BRAC installations. The funds 
requested in FY 2013 are needed to keep planned clean-up efforts on track, particularly 
at Forts Ord, California; McClellan, Alabama; Wingate, New Mexico; Devens, 
Massachusetts; and Savanna Army Depot. Illinois. The Army has disposed of 178,357 
acres (85% of the total acreage disposal requirement of 209,291 acres), with 30,934 
acres remaining. Similar to BRAC 2005, prior BRAC also produces recurring savings 
which the Army estimates at nearly $1 billion annually. 
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FUTURE BRAC 

The Department of Defense is requesting BRAC authority in 2013 and 2015. In 
BRAC 2005, the National Guard and Reserve benefited greatly through consolidation of 
facilities into joint readiness centers. On a 3 to 1 basis, the Army closed and returned 
land and buildings to local communities, consolidating onto military or other lands. The 
benefit to the local communities and Army was both economic and operational. We 
anticipate that there could be similar efficiencies in a future BRAC round. Additionally, 
with the anticipated end-strength reduction, BRAC could facilitate realignment of leased 
facilities onto installation facilities vacated due to TAA. Although no analysis has been 
completed, further study could identify other opportunities to gain efficiencies and 
reduce costs. 


ENERGY 

The Army Is the largest facilities energy user in the Federal Government. To 
maintain an effective readiness posture as energy costs escalate, the Army has 
implemented a comprehensive Energy and Sustainability program based on culture 
change, increased energy efficiency, and development of renewable and alternate 
sources of energy. Reducing energy use at Army facilities is mission critical, 
operationally necessary and financially prudent. 

Army installations and facilities require secure and uninterrupted access to 
energy. Dependence on fossil fuels and a vulnerable electric power grid jeopardizes 
the security of Army installations and mission capabilities. Investment in renewable 
energy and energy efficient technologies will help ensure the Army can meet mission 
requirements today and into the future. The Army evaluates every single energy 
investment opportunity to determine its long-term benefits for the Army. For 
investments on our installations we examine projects based on positive return on 
investment and demonstrated cost savings over its lifetime. We also expect projects to 
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make positive contributions to energy security and improve the quality of life 
experienced by soldiers and their family members. 

Since FY 2003 the Army has reduced its installation energy consumption by 13.1 
percent while its total number of active Soldiers and Civilians has increased 20 percent. 
In addition, the Army has adopted the highest building code in the Federal Government, 
ASHRAE 189.1 Which will reduce energy and water consumption on average 40 percent 
annually in our new construction program and in existing facilities that undergo major 
renovations. 

In FY 2013 the Army’s Installation Energy budget totals $1 .453 billion and 
includes $50 million from the Department of Defense (DoD) “Defense-Wide" 
appropriation for the Energy Consenration Investment Program (EClP), $343 million for 
Energy Program / Utilities Modernization program, $1 ,053 million for Utilities Services, 
and $7.1 million for installation related Science and Technology research and 
development. The Army conducts financial reviews, business case and life cycle cost 
analysis and return on investment evaluations for all energy initiatives. 

The Army’s FY 201 3 allocation of the EClP program, $50 million, includes seven 
renewable energy projects, six energy conservation projects, one water project, and two 
Energy Security projects. In accordance with DoD guidance, FY 2013 project 
submissions are divided into four categories: Renewable Energy; Energy Conservation; 
Water, and Security. Effective with FY 2013, EClP has established a new funding 
category to capture a project’s contribution to enhancing water and/or grid security. The 
Army is taking a strategic look at requirements, including a thorough project validation 
and prioritization process, to develop an EClP Future Years Defense Program to fund 
additional requirements should such an opportunity arise. 

The Utilities Services account pays all Army utility bills and is used to finance the 
repayment of Utilities Privatization, Energy Savings Performance Contracts (ESPCs) 
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and Utilities Energy Service Contracts (UESCs). ESPCs and UESCs allow the Army to 
implement energy efficiency improvements through the use of private capital, repaying 
the contractor for capital investments over a number of years out of the energy cost 
savings. 

Reducing consumption and increasing energy efficiency are among the most 
cost effective ways to Improve installation energy security. The Army funds many of its 
energy efficiency improvements through the Energy Program / Utilities Modernization 
program account. In addition to funding O&M project execution, this account enables 
planning & developing of third party financed renewable energy initiatives such as the 
Energy Initiatives Task Force ($29M) and integrated holistic design strategies for 
managing resources on Army installations such as the Net Zero Initiative ($2.2M). 

The Army is moving forward to address the challenge of Energy and 
Sustainability to ensure the Army of tomorrow has the same access to energy, water, 
land, and natural resources as the Army of today. Our energy goals include a 30% 
reduction in facilities energy intensity by 2015 from the 2003 baseline; generation of 
25% of energy from renewable resources by 2025; reduction in petroleum use in non- 
tactical equipment by 20% by 2015; and elimination of the use of fossil fuel generated 
energy in newly constructed buildings by 2030. 


In FY201 1, the Army announced two key initiatives, the Net Zero Initiative and 
the Energy Initiatives Task Force (EITF). These initiatives will make the Army a leader 
in sustainable practices and use of renewable energy. The Net Zero Installation 
initiative is advancing an integrated approach and will improve the management of 
energy, water, and waste. Net zero installations will consume only as much energy or 
water as they produce and eliminate solid waste to landfills, and when fully 
implemented, will establish Army communities as models for energy security, 
sustainability, value, and quality of life. Seventeen installations have been identified for 

this effort, with plans to reach Net Zero by 2020. 
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The EITF strengthens Army Energy Security and Sustainability by developing a 
comprehensive capability to plan and execute cost-effective large-scale renewable 
energy projects by leveraging private sector financing. The EITF will serve as a one- 
stop shop and augment installation staff for the development of renewable energy 
projects greater than 10 MW on Army installations to obtain secure, sustainable, and 
affordable energy from a diversity of sources. The EITF is currently evaluating 12 
projects at eight installations to determine whether they are worthy of further 
development and has identified further opportunities at 21 installations. 

The Army is incorporating cost effective Energy Efficient Measures into the 
MILCON Program. The Army has implemented energy efficiency requirements into all 
new facilities construction, renovation and modernization requirements. 

The Aimy is committed to contributing to our Nation’s energy security by 
reducing our dependence on foreign oil. In the Army, “Every Soldier is a Power 
Manager" and energy is a consideration in every aspect of how we do business. We 
are committed to advancing energy security by changing our doctrine, our behavior, and 
our technological advancement throughout all aspects of our enterprise. We will build 
on our past accomplishments and ensure our Soldiers and civilians wisely employ the 
resources entrusted to them. 


ENVIRONMENT 

The Army FY 2013 Environmental program provides $1.17 billion in support of 
current and future readiness. The environmental program includes Army Working 
Capital Fund, BRAC 2005 and Prior BRAG, and Army O&M programs. This program 
ensures an adequate enwronmental resource base to support mission requirements, 
while maintaining a sound environmental compliance posture. Additionally, it allows 
Army to execute environmental aspects of re-stationIng, Global Defense Posture 
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Realignment and BRAC while increasing programmatic efficiencies, and addressing the 
Army's past enwronmental legacy. 

As a land-based force, our compliance and stewardship sustains the quality of 
our land and environment as an integral component of our capacity to effectively train 
for combat. We are committed to meeting our legal requirements to protect natural and 
cultural resources and maintain air and water quality during a time of unprecedented 
change. We are on target to meet DoD goals for cleaning up sites on our installations, 
and we continue to manage environmental compliance requirements despite operating 
in a constrained resource environment. 

SUSTAINMENT/RESTORATION & MODERNIZATION 

The Army continues its commitment to fund sustainment at 90% of the OSD 
Facilities Sustainment Model (FSM) requirement. The Army views 90% sustainment 
funding as the absolute bedrock of proper facilities stewardship, and is an essential 
objective of the Army facilities investment strategy. The Army has chosen not to take 
risk in the sustainment of our facility inventory valued at $329 billion. In keeping with 
the Army Facility Investment Strategy (FIS), the Army has increased its investment in 
facility restoration through the O&M Restoration and Maintenance account. This will 
fully restore trainee barracks, enable progress toward energy objectives and provide 
commanders with the means of restoring other critical facilities. Facilities are an 
outward and visible sign of the Army's commitment to providing a quality of life for our 
Soldieis, Families, and Civilians that is consistent with their commitment to our Nation's 
security. 


BASE OPERATIONS SUPPORT 

The Army’s FY 2013 Base Operations Support (BOS) request is $9.0 billion and 
is consistent with our FY 2012 BOS Budget request. The Army's FY 2013 BOS strategy 

continues to prioritize funding for Life, Health and Safety programs and Army Force 
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Generation (AHFORGEN) requirenrents ensuring Soidiers are trained and equipped to 
meet demands of our nation at war. Army remains committed to its investment in Army 
Family Programs and continues to evaluate its services portfolio in order to maintain 
relevance and effectiveness. Army wiii meet the challenge of day-to-day requirements 
by developing more efficient service delivery or adjusting service levels while managing 
customer expectations. These efforts will encourage program proponents to evaluate 
policies, seek alternative and find innovative solutions to meet ttiese challenges. The 
Army is committed to developing a cost culture for increasing the capabilities of BOS 
programs through an enterprise approach. Additionally, the Army will continue to review 
sen/ice delivery of its Soldier, Family and Civilian programs to ensure the most efficient 
and effective means of delivery are realized. 

CONCLUSION 

The Army’s FY 2013 installations management budget request is a balanced 
program that supports the Army in transition while at war, supports our Soldiers, 
Families, and Civilians, and recognizes the current fiscal reality. The Army Facility 
Strategy 2020 and facilities investment strategy will be accomplished through the 
Congress’ continued commitment to timely and sustained funding of the military 
construction, BRAC and family housing budget request, 

In closing, thank you again for the opportunity to appear before you today and for 
your continued support for our Soldiers, Families, and Civilians. 
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Opening Statement 

Mr. Culberson. It is now my pleasure to introduce Secretary 
Pfannenstiel. We are glad to have you here, Assistant Secretary of 
the Navy for Energy, Installations, and Environment. We welcome 
your testimony. 

Ms. Pfannenstiel. Thank you. Chairman Culberson, Represent- 
ative Bishop, and members of the committee. I am pleased to ap- 
pear before you today to provide an overview of the Department of 
Navy’s investment in shore infrastructure. 

The Department’s fiscal year 2013 budget request includes $13 
billion of investment in military construction, facility sustainment, 
restoration and modernization, previous rounds of BRAC, family 
housing, environmental restoration, and base operating support. 

The military construction request of $1.8 billion supports our 
combatant commanders, new warfighting platforms and missions, 
facilities recapitalization, and servicemember quality of life initia- 
tives for the U.S. Navy and Marine Corps. Military construction 
projects in Bahrain and Djibouti support high-priority missions in 
the region, enhance our forward presence, and provide stability for 
U.S. interests. Two projects in Spain support the forward deployed 
naval forces, and a project in Romania supports European phased 
adaptive approach infrastructure. 

Equally important are military construction programs that invest 
in support facilities for the Joint Strike Fighter and MV-22B, in- 
frastructure improvements, training and education facilities, and 
the safety and security of nuclear weapons in the United States. 

I would specifically like to emphasize that we remain committed 
to establishing an operational Marine Corps presence on Guam. We 
know Congress has concern about the execution of the Guam mili- 
tary realignment, and we are taking the necessary steps to address 
those concerns and move the program forward. The U.S. Govern- 
ment is currently meeting with the government of Japan to discuss 
adjustments to the 2006 realignment roadmap agreement. 

As Secretary Panetta has testified, Guam is an important part 
of the U.S. effort to reposture our forces in the Pacific. We believe 
the adjustments being discussed will address execution concerns, 
increase our flexibility, and strengthen our presence in the region. 

This is an important year for the Guam realignment. We will 
continue to work with you and our partners on Guam and in Japan 
as more information becomes available. 

As for the 2005 BRAC round, the Department met our legal obli- 
gations by the statutory deadline of September 15, 2011, and suc- 
cessfully implemented all required realignment and closure actions, 
as has been previously specified in our business plans. 

Our fiscal year 2013 budget request of $18 million enables ongo- 
ing environmental restoration, caretaker, and property disposal ef- 
forts. For prior BRAC rounds, our fiscal year 2013 budget request 
of $147 million will enable us to continue disposal actions for the 
remaining 7 percent real property and meet the legal requirements 
for environmental cleanup. The Department of the Navy fully sup- 
ports the Secretary’s proposal for additional rounds of BRAC to im- 
prove the alignment of our shore infrastructure with our force 
structure. 
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Finally, we intend to meet the energy goals set forth by Congress 
and the Secretary of the Navy. We recognize that energy is a crit- 
ical resource for maritime aviation expeditionary and shore mis- 
sions. We must strengthen our energy security and reduce our vul- 
nerability to price escalations and volatility. With this in mind, the 
Navy and Marine Corps continue to reform how we produce, pro- 
cure, and use ener^. Our budget request includes $1 billion in fis- 
cal year 2013 and $4 billion across the FYDP for operational and 
shore energy initiatives. 

To help meet Congress’ renewable energy goals and our own goal 
of producing 50 percent of our shore energy from alternative 
sources, we will develop a strategy to facilitate the production of 
large-scale renewable power projects on naval installations. We will 
use third-party financing mechanisms such as power purchase 
agreements, joint ventures, and enhanced use leases to avoid add- 
ing costs to taxpayers. 

Currently, our bases support about 300 megawatts of renewable 
energy, 270 megawatts of which is produced by a geothermal power 
plant at China Lake. We have awarded contracts for three solar 
projects in the Southwest and are finalizing a similar contract in 
Hawaii. The three awarded power purchase agreements at China 
Lake, Twentynine Palms, and Barstow will save the Department 
$20 million over 20 years. In all three of these places, we were pay- 
ing less per kilowatt hour for electricity than we would for conven- 
tional power. 

In closing, your support of the Department’s fiscal year 2013 
budget request ensures we can build and maintain facilities that 
enable our Navy and Marine Corps to meet the diverse challenges 
of tomorrow. 

Thank you for the opportunity to testify here. I look forward to 
answering your questions. 

Mr. Culberson. Thank you very much for your testimony. 

[The information follows:] 
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The Assistant Secretary of the Navy 
Energy, Installations ano Environment 

The Honorable Jackalyne Pfannenstiel 


Ms. Jackalyne Pfannenstiel was appointed Assistant Secretary 
of the Navy (Energy, Installations and Environment) on 
March 5, 2010. In this position, Ms. Pfannenstiel develops 
Department-wide policies, procedures, advocacy and strategic 
plans. She also oversees all Department of Navy functions 
and programs related to installations, safety, energy, and 
environment. 





Ms. Pfannenstiel has established herself as a champion of 
implementing the Secretary’s energy goals, including 
producing 50 percent of the Department’s energy 
consumption from alternative sources by 2020, through 
innovative energy strategies, policies, and guidance. She has become a critical liaison to 
the government and citizens of Guam, working to implement the U.S.-Japanese 
agreement that will relocate 8,000 Marines and their families from Okinawa. She also 
serves as the Secretary’s Deputy on the National Ocean Council, working with other 
agencies to uphold the Nation’s stewardship responsibilities for our oceans, coasts, and 
Great Lakes. 


Ms. Pfannenstiel’s other responsibilities include effective management of real property, 
housing, and other facilities; natural and cultural resource protection, planning, and 
compliance; safety and occupational health for both military and civilian personnel; and 
timely completion of closures and realignments of installations under base closure laws. 

From 2004-2009, Ms. Pfannenstiel served as Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger’s 
appointed Chairman of the California Energy Commission. Her responsibilities included 
licensing new energy-generating facilities and developing California’s integrated energy 
policies. She worked on the creation of California’s low carbon fuel standards and 
chaired the Governor’s Climate Action Team subgroup on Energy and Land Use. 

Prior to chairing the Energy Commission, Ms. Pfannenstiel was an independent energy 
consultant, providing assistance to wind energy development projects and helping local 
housing authorities manage energy costs in public housing facilities. 

From 1980-2000, Ms. Pfannenstiel worked for Pacific Gas and Electric Company and its 
parent, PG&E Corporation. In 1987, she was promoted to Vice President of Corporate 
Planning — ^the first woman to become a corporate officer. At PG&E, she led the 
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company’s participation in a multi-party collaborative proceeding, which produced many 
of California’s innovative regulatoiy policies promoting energy efficiency. She also 
directed the development of PG&E’s strategies for responding to electric industry 
restructuring. 

Ms. Pfannenstiel is a former member of the Board of Trustees of Clark University and 
Board of Directors of the Alliance to Save Energy. She was also a Director of Energy 
Recovery, Inc., which manufactures components for seawater desalination. 

Ms. Pfannenstiel graduated from Clark University with a B.A. in Economics and from the 
University of Hartford with an M.A. in Economics. 


Last updated 7-Mar-Il. 
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Chairman Culberson, Representative Bishop, and members of the Subcommittee, 
I am pleased to appear before you today to provide an overview of the 
Department of Navy's investment in its shore infrastructure. 

THE NAVY'S INVESTMENT IN FACILITIES 

Our Nation's Navy-Marine Corps team operates globally, having the 
ability to project power, effect deterrence, and provide humanitarian aid 
whenever and wherever needed to protect the intereste of the United States. 

Our shore infrastructure provides the backbone of support for our maritime 
forces, enabling their forward pre^nce. Department's FY-2013 budget 
request includes a $13.0 billion investment in our installations, a decrease of 
$0.3B from last year. 

The FY-2013 military construction (active + reserve) request is $1.8 billion. 
Although significantly less than the FY-2012 request of $2.5 billion, it represents 
continued investment enhancing Combatant Commander's capabilities, 
improving service member's qualit}' of life, supporting mission requirements, 
continued emphasis on energy purity, and recapitalizing aging infrastructure. 

The FY-2013 
family housing request 
of $480 million represents 
a two percent increase 
from the FY-2012 request. 

The Navy and Marine 
Corps continue to invest 
in housing, including 
both the recapitalization 
of our overseas housing 
and additional 
privatization to 
recapitalize inadequate 
housing in the United 
States. Having privatized 
virtually all family 
housing located in the 
United States, we are investing in a "steady state" recapitalization effort to 
replace or renovate housing at overseas and foreign locations where we continue 
to own housing. 

Our BRAC program consists of environmental cleanup and 
caretaker costs, as well as property disposal costs for prior round BRAC and 
BRAC 2005 locations. We do not foresee potential for large revenue from land 
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sales, which were used to fund the k^cy BRAC program from FY2005 through 
FY2008. Thus, we again seek appropriated funds in FY-2013 in the amount of 
$147 million. The FY-2013 BRAC 2005 budget request of $18 million supports 
ongoing environmental restoration, caretaker costs, and property disposal 
efforts. The Department has completed implementation of the BRAC 2005 
recommendations. The DoN fully supports the Secretary's proposal for two 
additional rounds of BRAC to improve alignment of our shore footprint with our 
force structure. 

Our FY-2013 request for base operating support (BOS) is in excess of $7.0 
billion. The BOS program finances the ojjeration of our DoN shore infrastructure 
worldwide including programs that support ship, aviation and combat 
operations, public safety, security, installation management, housing and quality 
of life for both active and re^rve components. To maximize the impact of our 
BOS funding, we continue to pursue and realize more cost effective ways of 
providing base support functions. 

Finally, the Department's budget request invests $1.0 billion in FY 2013, 
and $4.0 billion across the FYDP, to support the DON's aggressive energy goals 
to increase energy security and reduce dependency on fossil fuels. 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

The DoN's FY 2012 military construction program requests appropriations 
of $1.8 billion, including $105 million for planning and design and $17 million 
for Unspecified Minor Construction. 

The active Navy program totals $918 million and includes: 

• $176 million to fund eight combatant commander projects: At Camp 
Lemonnier, Djibouti: a joint operations center, a cold storage warehouse, 
containerized living/ work units and a fitness center; in Souda Bay: an 
aircraft parking apron and an intermodal access road; and, in Bahrain: a 
bachelor quarters and dining facility. 

• $146 million to fund Quality of Life initiatives including a bachelor quarters 
at Naval Base Coronado, California in support of the Chief of Naval 
Operations' Homeport Ashore initiative; a training barracks at Naval Air 
Station Oceana, Virginia; a bachelor quarters in Okinawa, Japan; a dining 
facility at Naval Air Station Meridian, Mississippi, and a fitness center at 
Naval Support Activity South Potomac, Virginia. 

• $280 million to fund the second increment of a second explosives handling 
wharf at Naval Base Kitsap, Washington. 
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• $284 million to fund twelve proj^te to achieve initial or final operational 
capability requirements for new systems and new missions: a general 
purpose warehouse and high expletive magazine at Naval Station Rota, 
Spain; an Aegis Ashore missile defense cranplex at Naval Support Facility 
Romania; a Broad Area Maritime SurveiUance (BAMS) mission control 
facility at Naval Air Station Jacksonville, Florida; a BAMS maintenance 
training facility at Beale AFB, California; a H-60S simulator training facility 
at Naval Base Coronado, California; a EA-18G flight simulator facility at 
Naval Air Station Whidbey Island, Washington; a Littoral Combat Ship 
training facility at Naval Ba^ San Diego, California; drydock electrical 
distribution upgrades for CVNT^ at Norfolk Navy Shipyard, Virginia; a 
cruiser/ destroyer training facility at Naval Support Activity, South 
Potomac in Virginia; a combat system engineering building at Naval 
Weapons Station Earle, New Jer^y, and a BAMS operational facility at an 
overseas location. 

• $32 million to fund additional critical Navy priorities: a strategic systems 
evaluation lab consolidation at Naval Weapons Station Seal Beach, 
California and communications infrastructure at Naval Support Facility, 
Diego Garcia. 

The active Marine Corps program totals $664 million and includes: 

• $18 million for the construction of unaccompanied housing at Naval 
Weapons Station Yorktown, Virginia for the consolidation of the Marine 
Corps Security Force Regiment; 

• $13 million to provide quality of life facilities such as a mess hall at Quantico; 

• $31 million to construct student billeting for the Basic School in Quantico, 
Virginia; 

• $83 million to build infrastructure to support ingress/ egress access at Marine 
Corps installations. These projects include road improvements, main gate 
improvements, anti-terrorism force protection posture improvements, and 
correct safety issues. These projects will have a direct effect on the quality of 
life of our Marines along with alleviating both on-base and off-base 
community concerns; 

• $394 million to fund projects enhancing operational capability such as those 
needed for the MV-22 aircraft at Camp Pendleton, Hawaii, Miramar, and 
Yuma; Joint Strike Fighter at Beaufort and Iwakuni; and operational units in 
New River, Cherry Point, , and Yorktown; 

• $53 million to provide training facilities at Camp Pendleton, Camp Lejeune, 
Beaufort, and Iwakuni; 

• $47 million for land expansion for MAGTF large-scale training exercises at 29 
Palms; 
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• $26 million for the second increment of tfie North Ramp Parking project at 
Anderson Air Force Base to support the relocation of Marines to Guam. 

The Navy and Marine Corps Rraerve Military Construction appropriation 
request totals $47 million and includes a Transient Quarters at Naval Air Station 
Joint Reserve Base New Orleans, Louisiana, a Commercial Vehicle Inspection Site 
at Naval Air Station Joint Reserve Base Fort Worth, Texas, a Joint Navy and 
Marine Corps Reserve Center at Des Moin^, Iowa, a Marine Corps Reserve 
Training Center at Yuma, Arizona, and a Vehicle Maintenance Facility at 
Brooklyn, New York. 

FACILITIES MANAGEMENT 

Facilities Sustainment, Restoration and Modernization (SRM) 

The Department of Defense u^s a Facilities Sustainment Model to 
calculate life cycle facility maintenance and repair costs. The model uses 
industry-wide standard costs for various types of buildings and geographic areas 
and is updated annually. Sustainment funds in the operation and maintenance 
accounts are used to maintain facilities in their current condition. The funds also 
pay for preventative maintenance, emergency responses for minor repairs, and 
major repairs or replacement of facility components (e.g. roofs, heating and 
cooling systems). 

The FY 2013 budget request funds sustainment at 80 percent and 90 
percent of the modeFs recommended levels for the Navy and Marine Corps, 
respectively. To maximize support for warfighting readiness and capabilities, 
the Navy has requested overall facilities sustainment at 80 percent of the DoD 
model level. To enliance the quality of education at our premier institutes of 
higher learning, we will continue to fund the Naval Academy, Naval War 
College, and Naval Postgraduate School at 100 percent of this model. 
Additionally, the Navy has targeted the allocation of sustainment funds to 
increase the sustaimnent and maintenance of unaccompanied housing. The 
Navy has minimized operational impacts and ensured the safety of our Sailors 
and civilians by prioritizing maintenance and repair efforts for facilities that 
directly affect mission operations such as piers, hangars, and communications 
facilities, as well as unaccompanied housing and family support centers. The 
Marine Corps will maintain sustainment funding at 90 percent of the model. 

Even this strong commitment wUl result in some facilities degradation. The 
Marine Corps will continue to prioritize and target facilities that directly affect 
mission operations for full sustainment. 


4 




63 


Restoration and modernization provide major upgrades of our facilities. 
In FY 2013, the Department of the Navy is investing $0.6B of Military 
Construction, and $1 billion of Of^ation and Maintenance funding into 
restoration and modernization of existing facilities. 

NAVAL SAFETY 

Protecting the Department's Sailors, Marines and civilian employees and 
their dependents remains one of our highest priorities. 1 consider continual, 
marked improvement in our safety performance to be essential to maintaining 
the highest state of operational readiness for our Navy and Marine Corps team. 
During FYll, DON once again achieved record-setting mishap rate reductions in 
numerous key mishap categories. 

The Department continues to be a world-class safety organization, where, 
in step with civilian industry leaders, no avoidable mishap or injury is 
considered acceptable. In benchmarking against the nation's largest, safest, and 
most productive commercial industries, we have recognized that our top 
initiative must be the development and deployment of a state-of-the-art Risk 
Management Information System or RMIS. RMIS will dramatically expand the 
quality and quantity of data available, improve DON safety information 
management and analysis, simplify reporting, enhance unit-level access to safety 
information, and automate unit-level safety program management. RMIS is a 
high priority for funding in our FY2014 budget. 

Using FY02 as a baseline, the Secretary of Defense established a goal for 
each Military Service and DOD Agency to achieve a 75 percent reduction in key 
mishap rates by the end of FY12. By the end of FYll, both the Navy and the 
Marine Corps achieved mishap rate reductions which exceeded the DOD-wide 
average reduction in each of the three primary mishap categories being tracked 
by the Office of the Secretary of Defense. The three mishap categories and 
associated reductions from the FY02 mishap rate baseline are depicted below: 


5 




64 


Mishap Category 

USN 

Reduction 

USMC 

Reduction 

Average 

DOD-Wide 

Reduction 

Private Motor Vehicle Fatality Rate^ 

60% 

47% 

39% 

Aviation Class A Flight Mishap Rate^ 

49% 

42% 

39% 

Civilian Total Lost Day Rate ^ 

43% 

47% 

39% 


1 Rate is # of deaths per 100,000 military members. 

2 Rate is # of mishaps per 1 00,000 flight hours. A Oass A Aviation Flight Mishap occurs when 
there was intent for flight and greater than $2M damage, total loss of an aircraft, a fatality, or an 
injury resulting in total permanent disability. 

^ Rate is days lost per 1 00 persons per year (more of a FECA case management than safety 
metric). 

I am committed to sustained, continuous improvement and our hard 
work is paying dividends. At the end of FYll, the Department achieved the 
lowest on- and off-duty fatality rates ever recorded in our history. Similarly, for 
the first time we achieved the lowest ever fatality rates for on-duty, private 
motor vehicle and off-duty/recreational mishaps in the same year. On the 
civilian side, over the past 10 years, the Department has witnessed declines in 
civilian total and lost time case rates of 39% and 36%, respectively. These 
reductions are in line with annua! Presidential injury and illness rate reduction 
requirements. 

I am pleased to report that the Department of the Navy is the proud 
owner of nearly half of all Department of Defense C^HA VPP (Voluntary 
Protection Program) Star sites, and we recently recognized three OCONUS 
installations in Japan as VPP Star equivalent sites. Implementation of safety 
management systems, such as VPP, will be an important tool for our continued 
improvement in Department-wide safety results. 

ENERGY 

The Department of the Navy is committed to implementing an energy 
program that enhances our national security by reducing our dependence on 
imported fossil fuels. Its platform is that energy security is national security. 
The energy program is comprehensive - it involves both Services and contains 
initiatives to reduce energy demand and provide alternative forms of energy 
supplies on shore, afloat, in the air, and in theater. 

The Department is a recognized leader and innovator in the energy 
industry by the federal government and private sector as well. Over the past 
decade, DON has received almost a quarter of all of the Presidential awards and 
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nearly a third of all of the Federal energy awards. Additionally, DON has 
received the Alliance to Save Energy "Star of Energy Efficiency" Award and two 
Platts "Global Energy Awards" for l^adeiship and Green Initiatives. 

Goals and Initiatives 

The program for which FY13 fundir^ is sought will exceed the goals 
established by the Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007, Energy Policy 
Act of 2005, National Defense Authorization Act of 2007 and 2010, Executive 
Orders 13423 and 13514. 

The Secretary of the Navy has set five aggressive department-wide goals 
to reduce DON's overall consumption of energy, decrease its reliance on 
petroleum, and increase its use of alternative energy. Meeting these goals 
requires that the Navy and Marine Corps value energy as a critical resource 
across maritime, aviation, expeditionary, and shore missions. 

The goals are; 

• By 2020, 50% of total DON energy will come from alternative energy 
resources, 

• By 2020, DON will produce at least 50% of shore based energy requirements 
from alternative resources and 50% of Department installations will be net- 
zero, 

• DON will demonstrate a Green Strike Group in local operations by 2012 and 
sail the Great Green Fleet by 2016, 

• By 2015, DON will reduce petroleum use in commercial vehicles by 50%, 

• Evaluation of energy factors will be used when awarding contracts for 
systems and buildings. 

A myriad of investments and activities will be directed to meeting the 
Secretary's goals. Principally, they will be geared toward behaviors and 
technologies that will reduce the Navy and Marine Corps' overall requirements 
for energy and technologies that can provide adequate substitutes for fossil- 
based energy. Two significant initiatives will be: 

• The development of a biofuel alternative to the liquid fuels used in ships, 
tanks, and tactical vehicles. To meet the goal of 50% of total DON energy 
from alternative energy, the DON has partnered with the DOE and USDA to 
collectively pool $510 million to spark development of the commercial 
advanced alternative fuels industry. The DON is using authorities provided 
by the Defense Production Act (DPA) Title III for its contribution. This effort 
will help to obtain the 8 million barrels of biofuel needed by 2020. The 
alternative fuel must be available at prices competitive with the conventional 
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petroleum fuels being replaced; it must not have negative consequences for 
the food chain; and it must be a "drop-in", that is, not requiring 
infrastructure or operational change. 

• Development of a gigawatt of renewable 
energy generation on DON installations. 

Pursuant to meeting the 50% shore energy 
goal, the Secretary has directed the 
establishment of a task force to facilitate 
the production of large-scale renewable 
power where possible on the bases. This 
development will use existing third-party 
financing mechanisms such as power 
purchase agreements, joint ventures and 
enhanced use leases. The projects will cost 
no more over their life than conventional 
energy sources. 

Funding 

The Department has budgeted $1.0 billion in FY2013 and approximately 
$4.0 billion across the FDYP for operational and shore energy initiatives. The 
strategy for executing these initiatives focuses on reducing our dependence on 
petroleum, lowering our energy cost, and complying with Federal legislation and 
energy mandates. 

The funding sources are: 

O&M Navy: Projects would include propeller coatings, in-port ship energy 
conservation, Advanced Metering Infrastructure, combustion system 
improvements. Aviation & Maritime training in support of best practices for 
energy conservation (ENCON) and facility energy audits and facility energy 
efficiency upgrades. 

O&M Marine Corps: Projects would include completion of energy audits, shelter 
liners, advanced power systems, renovated HVAC system to increase efficiency, 
and completed SMART metering projects. 

National Defense Sealift Fund (NDSF)/ Other Procurement Navy: Projects would 
include Shipboard Lighting Upgrades, shore power management/ monitoring 
systems, ship engine automation upgrades. 

Research, Development, Test, and Evaluation: Projects would include undersea 
power systems, energy storage and power mgmt, the shipboard energy 
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dashboard, water purification technologies, man-portable electric power units, 
and energy storage and distribution. 


Achievements 

The Department is on track to meet its goals, and throughout 2011, we 
demonstrated progress through an assortment of energy programs, partnerships, 
and initiatives. This past summer, the Blue Angels flew all six planes on biofuels 
during their 2-day air-show at NAS Patuxent River. 

Since flying the F/ A18, dubbed 'The Green Hornet', at MACH 1.7 in 2010 
as part of the test and certification process using a 50-50 blend of Camelina based 
JP-5, the Department has also successfully conducted test and certification on the 
MH-60 Seahawk helicopter, AV-8B Harrier, E-A6B Prowler, MQ-8B Fire Scout, T- 
45C Goshawk, MV-22 Osprey, ran a Riverine Command Boat, Landing Craft Air 
Cushion (LCAC), Landing Craft Utility (LCU), 7m Rigid Hull Inflatable Boat 
(RHIB), the ex-USS Paul F Foster, and an Allison 501 K turbine generator. The 
DON also partnered with Maersk to run a large merchant ship on renewable 
biofuel. These tests represent milestones necessary to meet the goal of sailing 
the Great Green Fleet in 2016. 

The MAKIN ISLAhJD, using a hybrid-electric drive to dramatically 
lower ite fuel usage at slow speeds is currently deployed to the Pacific region on 
its maiden operational deployment. The Navy is continuing to move forward 
with installation of a similar system on new construction guided missile 
destroyers and to look at the feasibility of retrofitting the fleet with these systems 
in the course of routine shipyard availabilities. 

Additional energy initiatives, such as propeller and hull coating, were 
undertaken to make the existing inventory of ships more energy efficient. Stem 
flaps will also assist in reducing energy consumption, as will some combustor 
modifications and systems to monitor ship-wide energy use. Energy 
conservation programs were also put in place for both ships and aircraft to 
educate and incentivize the Fleets to reduce energy consumption and identify 
inefficient activities for improvement. The future Navy will use advanced 
materials on propellers, energy storage and power management systems, and 
advanced propulsion technology to make warships more efficient while allowing 
them to meet their combat capability. 

Last year, the Marines tested equipment that could be deployed on 
battlefields at their Experimental Forward Operating Bases (ExFOB) at Twenty- 
Nine Palms. Technologies tested at the ExFOB are now deployed with Marines in 
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Afghanistan. Solar power generators and hybrid power systems are reducing the 
amount of fossil fuel needed to operate in a combat zone. This year's ExFOB will 
concentrate on wearable electric power systems and lightweight man-portable 
water purification systems. By deploying diese technologies, the Marines have 
proven that energy efficiency means combat effectiveness and increased safety 
for our deployed service members as fewer convoys are needed to resupply fuel. 


In addition to these tactical and 
platform applications, the IX!)N has 
implemented a number of energy projects 
at our facilities ashore. We are actively 
exploring for new geothermal resources to 
augment our existing 270 MW geothermal 
power plant at China Lake. We have 
awarded three projects under our Solar 
Multiple Award Contracts (MAC) in the 
Southwest (SW) and are finalizing a similar 
solar MAC for Hawaii. One of the SW solar 
MAC awards will provide 13.8 MW of solar 
power at NAWS China Lake. This project 
will save the Department $13M over 20 years while also providing security from 
electric grid outages. The Hawaii solar MAC will install 28 MW of solar PV on 
DON installations including covering the runway on Ford Island with PV thus 
recreating the look of the runway as seen from the air. We are also looking at 
developing our wind resources, exploring Waste to Energy projects and 
developing ocean power technology at all DON installations. 

We are also aggressively conducting facility energy audits while 
completing installation of "Smart" electric metering to implement a wide range 
of facility energy efficiency measures. By the end of this year, over 27,000 meters 
will be installed in our existing facilities and provide the means to better measure 
the amount of energy we are consuming. This will allow for our energy 
managers to provide 'real-time' feedback to our leaders on our installations. At 
the same time, we continue to ensure that new construction is built to LEED 
Silver standards per the 2012 NDAA. 

DON continues to explore how to implement and maintain culture change 
initiatives, beginning with education and training, to ensure that energy 
management is understood by all personnel to be a priority in tactical, 
expeditionary, and shore missions. Energy awareness campaigns will be used to 
encourage personal actions that show commitment to energy program goals. 

The Naval Postgraduate School has added an energy program to its curricula 
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and we are partnering with the National Defense University to pilot two culture 
change demonstrations. I’he pilots, at MCB Camp Lejeune and NAVSTA 
Mayport, will focus on raising Ae energy awareness of civilian and military 
personnel. 

The Department will continue to cultivate strategic partnerships with 
existing and new organizations to leverage our energy goals. By partnering with 
federal agencies, such as the Department of Energy, the Department of Interior, 
the Department of Agriculture, and the Small Business Administration, we are 
raising the awareness at all governmental levels of the strategic importance of 
energy within DON. In addition, we are working with academic institutions and 
private industry to bring innovative ideas and approaches to the forefront. 

Our budget request asks for continued support of these and similar 
projects in order to enhance our efficiency and maximize our move to greater 
independence and more r^ilient infrastructure. 


RELOCATING THE MARINES TO GUAM 


On February 8, 2012, the U.S. Government and Government of Japan 
acknowledged that they were meeting to discuss potential adjustments to the 
2006 Realignment Roadmap. Both governments remain committed to the 
establishment of an operational Marine Corps presence on Guam. We believe 
that the adjustments to the Guam force laydown that are being considered will 
be responsive to congressional concerns, while also maintaining and enhancing 
peace and security in the Asia Pacific region, one of two regions emphasized in 
the January 2012 Defense Strategic Guidance. Bilateral discussions have only just 
begun and I expect that more information will be available in the next couple of 
months. The Department will keep Congress informed of these discussions and, 
upon a final decision on the Guam laydown, will provide you with updates on 
our planning programming and execution strategies for implementing any 
adjustments. 

The FY-2013 budget request includes $26 million to construct facilities in 
support of the relocation of Marines from Okinawa to Guam. The project funds 
the second increment of a facility necessary to support the relocating aviation 
element and, upon completion of both increments, will provide aircraft parking 
apron, taxiways, lighting, wash racks and supporting utilities at Andersen Air 
Force Base. This project supports the relcwrating aviation element and is required 
regardless of the final force laydown on Guam. In its JFY-12 budget (which runs 
April 1, 2012 through March 31, 2013), the Government of Japan has requested $8 
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million in design funds for its direct cash contribution. The JFY-2012 budget 
request also includes $83 million in funding for utilities financing, pursuant to 
the Realignment Roadmap, for water and power projects. 

The Government of Japan remains committed to both the realignment of 
Marine Corps forces to Guam and the Futenma Replacement Facility. Of the 
$6.09 billion Japanese share, $834 million in direct cash contributions have been 
received to date. The Government of Japan has also committed to making 
concrete progress on the Futenma Replacement Facility. In December 2011, the 
Government of Japan delivered an Environmental Impact Statement to the 
Governor of Okinawa, a necessary precursor to the signing of the landfill permit. 
Further progress on the Futenma Replacement Facility and future Japanese 
financial contributions to the Guam realignment will be discussed in detail 
during ongoing bilateral negotiations. 

A Record of Decision (ROD) for the Guam military realignment was 
signed in September 2010. The firet military construction contracts were 
awarded following the ROD. Construction activity funded by both the U.S. and 
Government of Japan at Apra Harbor and Andersen Air Force base is now 
ongoing. 

In response to public concerns regarding access to cultural sites near the 
preferred alternative site for the live-fire training range complex, a decision on 
the location for the live-fire training range complex was deferred in the 
September 2010 ROD. In January 2011, the DON committed that training 
activities would be conducted in a manner such that access to these sites would 
remain available 24 hours per day, seven days per week as is currently available 
today. The DON has evaluated options to satisfy this commitment while fully 
meeting the training requirements of the relocating Marines. It was determined 
that a Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SETS) would be necessary 
prior to making a final decision on the location of the live-fire training range 
complex. Litigation regarding the live-fire training range complex was dismissed 
in December 2011 following the Navy's commitment to prepare the SEIS. 

A Notice of Intent was published on February 9, 2012, which formally 
began the SEIS process. The SEIS is expected to take approximately two years to 
complete. Upon completion of the SEIS and the selection of a location for the 
training range complex, the DON will work with the Government of Guam and 
any affected private land owners in order to secure property necessary to meet 
training requirements. 

Guam remains an essential part of the United States' larger Asia-Pacific 
strategy', which includes developing the island as a strategic hub and 
establishing an operational Marine Corps presence. The Department of Defense 
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recognizes Congress' concerns regarding execution of the Guam military 
realignment as outlined in the Fiscal Year 2012 National Defense Authorization 
Act (NDAA) and is taking steps necessary to r^oive critical issues that will allow 
the construction program to move forward. The United States and Japan are 
continuously looking for more efficient and effective ways to achieve the goals of 
the Realignment Roadmap. Both countries remain committed to maintaining and 
enhancing a robust security alliance, and the Unites States remains committed to 
enhancing the U.S.-Japan Alliance and strengthening operational capabilities 
while significantly reducing the impact of U.S. bases on the Okinawan people. 

HOUSING 

The following tenets continue to guide the Department's approach to 
housing for Sailors, Marines, and their families: 

• All service members, married or single, are entitled to quality housing; and 

• The housing that we provide to our personnel must be fully sustained over its 
life. 

A detailed discussion of the Department's family and unaccompanied 
housing programs, and identification of those challenges, follows: 

Family Housing 

As in past years, our family housing strategy consists of a prioritized 

triad: 

• Reliance on the Private Sector . In accordance with longstanding DoD and 
DoN policy, we rely first on the local community to provide housing for our 
Sailors, Marines, and their families. Approximately three out of four Navy 
and Marine Corps families receive a Basic Allowance for Housing (BAH) and 
own or rent homes in the community. We determine the ability of the 
private sector to meet our needs through the conduct of housing market 
analyses that evaluate supply and demand conditions in the areas 
surrounding our military installations. 

• Public /Private Ventures fPPVsl . With the strong support from this 
Committee and others, we have successfully used PPV authorities enacted in 
1996 to partner with the private sector to help meet our housing needs 
through the use of private sector capital. These authorities allow us to 
leverage our own resources and provide better housing faster to our families. 
Maintaining the purchasing power of BAH is critical to the success of both 
privatized and private sector housing. 
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• Military Construction . Military construction (MILCON) will continue to be 
used where PPV authorities do not apply (such as overseas), or where a 
business case analysis shows that a PPV project is not feasible. 

Our FY-2013 budget includes $102 million in funding for family housing 
improvements (including planning and design). This request provides for the 
revitalization of approximately 2{X) Navy and Marine Corps housing units in 
Japan and Guam and the second phase of privatization in the Pacific Northwest, 
involving almost 900 homes. The budget request also includes $378 million for 
the operation, maintenance, and leasing of remaining Government-owned or 
controlled inventory. 

The Navy and Marine Corps privatized family housing inventory consists 
of over 63,000 homes. With over % percent of the housing stock privatized, our 
focus, and my priority, continues to be the oversight of the Department's 
privatized housing portfolio to ensure that the public/private ventures are 
financially viable and self-sustaining, that our private partners meet their 
obligations under the governing business agreements and that residents are 
satisfied with both their housing and the services they receive. 

Surveys continue to reflect steady, significant improvement in reported 
resident satisfaction. Where issues have been identified, the Department has 
worked with the partners to resolve them as quickly as possible. We have taken, 
or are taking, a numt^r of actions to further strengthen our oversight. These 
include: 

• Identifying and flagging key indicators (e.g., number and type of service 
calls, response times); 

• Identifying common issues and trends identified in comments provided 
along with resident surveys; 

• Increasing and reinforcing resident awareness of the Services' role in 
privatized housing and advocacy for members and their families; and 

• In conjunction with the partners, developing a risk communications plan to 
respond to resident concerns. 

Unaccompanied Housing 

Our budget request includes over $133 million in funding for the 
construction of unaccompanied housing and student quarters to support over 
1,000 single Sailors and Marines. This includes an $76 million unaccompanied 
housing project at Naval Base Coronado, CA to support the Chief of Naval 
Operations commitment to achieve the Navy's "Homeport Ashore" objective by 
2016. 
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The following are areas of emphasis within the Department regarding 
housing for single Sailors and Marines: 


• Provide Homes Ashore for our 
Shipboard Sailors . The Homeport 
Ashore initiative seeks to provide a 
barracks room ashore whenever a 
single sea duty Sailor is in his or her 
homeport, so they need not live on the 
ship. The Navy has made 
considerable progress towards 
achieving this goal through military 
construction, privatization, and 
intensified use of existing barracks 
capacity. The Navy remains on track 
to provide housing ashore for all 
junior single Sailors, assigned to sea duty, by 2016. 

• Condition of Unaccompanied Housing . The Department continues to 
addressjhe challenge of improving the condition of existing Navy and 
Marine Corps unaccompanied housing. The Navy has increased its level of 
Restoration and Modernization funding targeted to unaccompanied housing 
across the Future Years' Defense Plan to ensure that 90% of the Navy's 
unaccompanied housing inventory is adequate by FY 2022. With the 
construction of a large amount of new housing under the recently completed 
Commandant's BEQ initiative, almost 90 percent of the Marine Corps' 
unaccompanied housing is now considered adequate. 
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ENVIRONMENT 

In FY2013, the Department of the Navy (DON) is investing over $1 billion 
in its environmental programs across all appropriations. This level of investment 
has remained relatively consistent over the past few years. 

The relative distribution of environmental funding across the environmental 
program areas, as displayed within the chart to the right, remains stable. 

While fulfilling its national security mission, DON continues to be a 
Federal leader in environmental management by focusing our resources on 
achieving specific environmental protection goals and proactively managing 
emerging environmental issues. The Department continues its commitment to 
environmental compliance, stewardship and responsible fiscal management that 
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support mission readiness and sustainability. In this regard, DON is continuing 
efforts to integrate sound environmental policies and long term cost 
considerations into the early stages of die acquisition process to achieve cleaner, 
safer, more energy-efficient and affordable weapons, materials, processes, and 
technologies across the naval enterprise. 

Compliance - Sustainability 

The Department's environmental budget will ensure continued 
compliance with existing regulations, while also smartly investing in a more 
agile and sustainable Navy and Marine Corps. Sustainability is seen by DON as 
a means of supporting our mission while also reducing lifecycle costs. DON has 
instituted many policies and practice implementing sustainability tenets 
including retrofitting/constructing building to optimize energy and water use, 
adopting goals for renewable energy use and stormwater management on 
facilities, and conducting integrated solid waste management. 

As an example, to reduce afloat solid waste. Naval Supply Systems 
Command (NAVSUP) has several packaging initiatives underway. These 
include two programs (Plastics Removal In Marine Environment (PRIME) and 
Waste Reduction Afloat Protects the Sea (WRAPS)) that reduce the amount of 
solid waste generated at sea and encourage use of environmentally friendly 
products. Under these programs, NAVSUP is working with the General 
Services Administration (GSA) to identify items that can be shipped with 
reduced packaging that is free of plastics and is implementing a reusable water 
bottle pilot project. NAVSUP is also working with GSA on industry packaging 
strategies that shift the mindset from point of sale packaging to e-commerce 
packaging that features recyclable boxes that are easy to open and free of excess 
materials such as hard plastic clamshell cases, plastic bindings, and wire ties. 

National Ocean Council 

The National Ocean Council (NOC) is a Cabinet-level body established by 
Executive Order in July 2010 which includes a mandate for the use of spatial 
planning as a tool to maximize compatible use. Including the Department of the 
Navy (DON), there are 27 federal agencies and offices tasked to develop a 
comprehensive national ocean policy which uses ecosystem based management 
and coastal and marine spatial planning as foundational building blocks. The 
DON is extensively engaged in supporting the President's NOC goals while 
working to ensure our current operating areas remain accessible within the 
comprehensive national ocean policy; for the first time comprehensive spatial 
planning is being conducted in the Exclusive Economic Zones (EEZs) including 
the western Pacific, Alaska and the Arctic, the Gulf of Mexico, and the Caribbean. 
DON is supporting the NOC in a variety of activities, including collecting and 
developing information about military activities in the coastal and marine zone. 
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writing strategic plans, serving as the federal co-lead for the South Atlantic 
Regional Planning Body, and participating in developing Coastal and Marine 
Spatial Plans for each of the nine identified regions. 

The Department participates in numerous interagency ocean-policy 
working groups formed under the NOC. The Department of the Navy also 
participated in developing the NOC Implementation Plan, which was released to 
the public in January 2012. To foster more effective Federal engagement with 
tribal governments regarding coastal and marine spatial planning, DON is 
coordinating delivery during 2012 of the DoD Tribal Communications and 
Coastal and Marine Spatial Planning courses to participants from all four 
military services plus the President's Council on Environmental Quality, the U.S. 
Coast Guard, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, and Bureau of 
Ocean Energy Management. 

Chesapeake Bay 

After issuing the Chesapeake Bay Strategy in May 2010, the Department 
continues to demonstrate environmental leadership working with the other 
Federal agencies to achieve Chesapeake Bay restoration goals. DON represents 
DoD as the Executive Agent for the Chesapeake Bay program. As such, DON 
has participated with the Federal Leadership Council to ensure that the Strategy 
sets forth aggressive, measurable, and attainable goals to restore the health of the 
Chesapeake Bay, a National Treasure. DON continues working with the States 
as they develop their Watershed Implementation Plans. Our goal is to identify 
our nutrient and sediment sources, prioritize areas for nutrient and sediment 
reduction projects, and implement these projects to meet or exceed our reduction 
targets. 

Natural Resources Conservation 

Department of the Navy natural resources program managers continue 
to provide installation Commanders with special subject matter expertise, 
products and services necessary to ensure they can access, test, train, and execute 
construction projects with as little environmental constraint as possible, while 
also protecting the natural resources under our stewardship. The basis of our 
conservation program centers on the preparation and implementation of 
Integrated Natural Resources Management Plans (INRMPs). These plans 
integrate natural resources management with the installation's operational and 
training requirements as well as address the needs of our Federal and State 
partners and other stakeholders to ensure our INRMPs remain current and 
effective. A primary objective of our INRMPs is to implement conservation 
measures which protect threatened and endangered species and their habitat as 
required by the Endangered Species Act, which can help to reduce or eliminate 
the need to designate critical habitat on DON property. The Department has 
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been very successful in protecting and comerving natural resources on our 
ir^tailations and near-shore areas while ensuring our installation Commanders 
have the land, sea and airspace necessary to test and train in a realistic manner. 

A recent noteworthy accomplishment involved the installation of a living 
shoreline at Naval Support Activity Panama City, FL. The Navy partnered with 
the Florida Department of Environmentel Protection to restore approximately 
2,800 feet of shoreline. This shoreline was restored by establishing 175 separate 
reefs created from recycled oyster shells obtained from local restaurants and 
plantings of approximately 22,000 donated marsh grasses. This living shoreline 
is a natural substitute for the typical hardened sea wall or rip rap that would 
otherwise be necessary to address years of erc»ion from natural and manmade 
causes. This enduring project was supported by 2,840 volunteer hours, both 
militar)' and civilian, who worked together to provide this living shoreline which 
will support interactive educational opportunities provided by the Navy. 

Cultural Resources Conservation 

Cultural resources under the Department of Navy's stewardship include 
infrastructure, ships, and objecte of our Navy and Marine Corps heritage; 
vestiges of our Colonial past; and Native American/ Alaskan Natives/ Native 
Hawaiian resources. We take great pride in our heritage, and the many cultural 
resources on our installations serve as reminders of the long and distinguished 
course we have charted and of those who lived on the lands before they were 
incorporated into our bases. The objective of the Department's cultural resources 
program is to balance our current and future mission needs with our 
stewardship responsibility to the American taxpayer and our desires to preserve 
our cultural heritage for future generations. The primary mechanism to achieve 
these goals is an Integrated Cultural Resources Management Plan (ICRMP), 
which remains the key mechanism for gathering information about an 
installation's history and resource inventory, assessing potential use/reuse 
candidates with our built environment and ensuring that our installation 
planners and cultural resources managers are working closely together to protect 
cultural resources while supporting the DON mission. 

To increase awareness of many of the nation's cultural resources under 
the stewardship of DON, this past year, the Marine Corps began the 
development of a poster series, titled "Defending Our Cultural Heritage," that 
celebrates and educates the public on Marine Corps stewardship of cultural 
resources. The initial four posters in this series highlight the National Historic 
Landmarks under Marine Corps stewardship, as well as the partnership 
initiative with the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, the National Park 
Service, and the State Historic Preservation Offices in the four states represented 
by these posters. 
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Installation Restoration Program (IRP) 

The DON continues to make significant progress remediating past 
contaminants. At the end of FY-11;, the Department had completed cleanup or 
has remedies in place at 86 percent of the 3,909 contaminated sites on active 
installations. We are projecting that ail but 46 of these sites will be cleaned up or 
have remedies in place by 2014. These remaining sites will be subject to newly 
established DOD metrics to drive succ^sful completion in the coming years. 

Munitions Response Program (MRP) 

The DON is proceeding with investigations and cleanup of Munitions and 
Explosives of Concern and Munitions Constituents at all Navy and Marine Corps 
munitions response sites. Our major focus through FY-11 was initiating 
remedial investigations and completing site inspections for newly identified 
sites. Of the 361 sites in the program, site inspections have been completed at 
99% of these sites, with only one remaining. This site had a removal action 
underway that was necessary prior to the start of the investigation. Additional 
funding was also obligated to address high priority sites at Vieques, PR. DON is 
using the results of the completed site inspections to prioritize the next phases of 
work. DON plans to achieve cleanup or remedies in place at 99% of MRP sites 
by FY-20, with the remaining 5 sites reaching remedy in place by FY-24. 

Marine Mammals 

The Department of the Navy is continuing its focused research and 
monitoring programs addressing marine mammals and anthropogenic sound. 
The Navy is investing over $25 million per year to continue research into the 
effects of sound on marine mammals, develop product and tools that enable 
compliance with marine mammal protection laws for Navy training and 
operations, provide a scientific basis for informed decision making in regulatory 
guidance and national/ international policy, continue research to define 
biological criteria and thresholds, and to predict location, abundance, and 
movement of high risk species in high priority areas. 

Using our improved scientific knowledge developed from our research, 
the Navy has started a second round of environmental documentation focused 
on marine mammal and sound issues. Phase 11 Environmental Impact 
Statements will include all of the spatial areas covered by Phase I, plus increased 
coverage to include parts of the global commons. 
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COMPATIBLE LAND USE 

The Department of the Navy has an aggressive program to promote 
compatible use of land adjacent to our installations and ranges, with particular 
focus on limiting incompatible activities and protecting important natural 
habitats. A key element of the program is Encroachment Partnering (EP), which 
involves cost-sharing partnerships with states, local governments, and 
conservation organizations to acquire interests in real property adjacent and 
proximate to our installations and rang^. Encroachment Partnering agreements 
help prevent development that would advercely impact existing or future 
missions. These agreements also preserve important habitat near our 
installations in order to relieve training or testing restrictions. The program has 
proven to be successful in leveraging Department of Defense and Department of 
Navy resources. 

The Department of Defense provides funds through the Readiness and 
Environmental Protection Initiative (REPI) that are used in conjunction with 
Navy and Marine Corps O&M funds to leverage acquisitions in partnership with 
states, local governments and non-govemmental organizations. For FY2011, the 
Marine Corps acquired restrictive easements over 3^49 acres. REPI and Marine 
Corps funds totaled $3,4 million while the encroachment partners provided $3.6 
million. The Navy acquired 1,908 acres with combined REPI and Navy funds of 
$9.36 million and $6.4 million provided by partners. 

To-date, the Marines have acquired restrictive easements for 33,862 acres 
of land with $50.8 million of REPI and Marine Corps funding. Encroachment 
partners iiave contributed $55.7 million. The Navy has acquired 9,851 acres to 
date with $28.4 million of REPI and Navy funding, and $35.5 million 
contribution from encroachment partners. 

Vital to the readiness of our Fleet is unencumbered access to critical water 
and air space adjacent to our facilities and ranges. An example is the outer 
continental shelf (OCS) where the vast majority of our training evolutions occur. 
The Department realizes that off-shore energy exploration and wind 
development play a crucial role in our nation's security and are not necessarily 
mutually exclusive activities with military training. Therefore, we are engaging 
with the other Services, the Office of the Secretary of Defense, and the 
Department of Interior to advance the administration's energy strategy. We are 
poised to coordinate with commercial entities, where feasible, in their 
exploration and development adjacent to installations and our operating areas 
along the OCS that are compatible with military operations. However, we must 


20 




79 


ensure that obstructions to freedom of maneuver or restrictions to tactical action 
in critical range space do not degrade the ability of naval forces to achieve the 
highest value from training and testing. 


BRAC IMPLEMENTATION 

BRAC 2005 Implementation 

The Department met its legal 
obligations by the statutory deadline 
of September 15, 2011 and successfully 
implemented all required realignment 
and closure actions as specified in our 
established business plans. Going 
forward, our FY 2013 budget request 
of $18 million enables ongoing 
environmental restoration, caretaker, 
and property disposal efforts at BRAC 
2005 installations. 


BRAC 2005 provided an 
important opportunity to improve 
operational efficiencies, reduce excess infrastructure, add joint bases, and 
produce savings. In total, the Department led 33 recommendations which 
involved 484 realignment and closure actions and 118 BRAC construction 
projecte. We invested our dollars to build state of the art facilities which vary in 
function from administrative to industrial to research and development that are 
necessary to support our warfighters. 

During the past year, DON closed Naval Air Station Brunswick, ME, 

Naval Air Station Joint Reserve Base Willow Grove, PA and the Naval Support 
Activity New Orleans, LA along with a number of Navy Marine Corps Reserve 
Centers. The Department established the Marine Corps Support Facility in the 
first-of-its-kind Federal City New Orleans. We led the effort and completed the 
relocation of five DoD Investigative, Counterintelligence and Security agencies to 
Marine Corps Base Quantico. The Department invested over $400 million on 
construction and outfitting of 11 facilities to establish a state of the art Research, 
Development, Acquisition, Test and Evaluation center for Integrated Weapon 
System and Armaments and Fixed Wing Air Platforms at Naval Air Warfare 
Center China Lake, CA. 

By the end of FY 2011, the Department disposed of 52 percent of the 
property that was slated for closure in BRAC 2005. These disposal actions were 
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completed via a combination of lease transfers and terminations, reversions, 
public benefit conveyances, Federal DoD agency transfers and an Economic 
Development Conveyance (EDC). Of interest for FY 2011 is the conveyance of 
1,133 acres at Naval Air Station Brunswick to several recipients using various 
real estate authorities supporting economic rwlevelopment of the community 
and public uses, such as education and parks. 

For 2012, the Department will continue its disposal efforte at Brunswick 
with another 1,593 acres planned for conveyance. The 2012 Plan also includes 
transfer of remaining real property at Naval Station Ingleside, TX, Marine Corps 
Support Activity Kansas City, MO and Naval Support Activity New Orleans, LA. 
Other significant disposals include completing all disposal actions at five smaller 
facilities. 

Naiml Support Actwity New Orleans, LA: Construction for the new building that 
houses Headquarters, Marine Forces Reserve and Marine Corps Mobilization 
Command was completed in June 2011. 

Nazml Air Station Brunsimck, ME: The Department's largest BRAC 2005 
operational action closed Naval Air Station Brunswick and consolidated the East 
Coast maritime patrol operations in Jacksonville, FL. Runway operations in 
Brunswick ceased in February 2010. The closure ceremony occurred in May 
2011. The disposal of NAS Brunswick has been a stunning success story to 
support the reuse and economic redevelopment of the base and mid-coast Maine. 
Almost 1,200 of the base's 3,400 acres have already been disposed. This includes 
750 acres of runway and aviation facilities to start a private airport before the 
base even closed, and almost 300 acres through an EDC. This EDC was 
transferred at Fair Market Value with Navy receiving a portion of the mixed use 
redevelopment proceeds for the next 20 years. Smaller conveyances have also 
been made to the local community college for classroom facilities and to the 
Town of Brunswick for parks and recreation reuse. 

Over the last year, we spent $16 million in cleanup at BRAC 2005 
locations. The majority of this funded environmental activities at Naval Air 
Station Brunswick, ME, Naval Weapons Station Seal Beach Detachment Concord, 
CA, and Naval Air Station Joint Reserve Base Willow Grove, PA. Our remaining 
environmental cost to complete for FY 2012 and beyond is $189 million. 
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Prior BRAC 

The BRAC rounds of 1988, 1991, 19^, and 1995 were a major tool in 
reducing our domestic installation footprint and generating saving. All that 
remains is to complete the environmental cleanup and property disposal on 
portions of 14 of the original 91 bases and to complete environmental cleanup, 
including long term monitoring at 26 ir^tallations that have been disposed. 

We disposed of 839 acres of real 
property in FY 2011, for a total of 93 
percent of real property disposed in the 
first four rounds of BRAC. In FY 2011, we 
completed the disposal of nearly 4CK) acr^ 
at the former Naval Air Station Barbers 
Point, HI to the City and County of 
Honolulu via a National Parks Service 
sponsored public benefit conveyance. 

This will allow the City and County of 
Honolulu to develop much needed parks, 
ball fields, and preserve open space in the 
rapidly developing Kalaeloa area of Oahu, 
conveyance mechanisms available for Federal Property disposal, including the 
Economic Development Conveyance that was created for BRAC properties. 
Ninety-one percent of the property conveyed has been at no consideration to the 
Federal Government. Our FY 2013 budget request of $147 million will enable us 
to continue disposal actions and meet the legal requirements for environmental 
cleanup. 

With 64 percent of our remaining property requiring supplemental 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) analysis and completion of 
environmental remediation activities, disposal actions will continue after FY 
2012. Due to changing redevelopment plans, we are finalizing Supplemental 
NEPA analyses at Naval Shipyard Hunters Point, CA and recently completed 
efforts at Naval Station Roosevelt Roads, PR. 

In FY 2012, we have already conveyed nearly 6(X) acres at Naval Air 
Station South Weymouth, M A and over 1,000 acres at Naval Station Roosevelt 
Roads via EDCs. Other significant actions include the initiation of a public sale 
at Naval Station Roosevelt Roads, PR, for about 2,033 acres and the initial 
impending conveyance of property at Naval Station Treasure Island via an EDC. 
With the completion of these actions, we will have disposed of 96 percent of our 
Prior BRAC real properties. 
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The Department has now spent about $4.6 billion on environmental 
cleanup, environmental compliance, and program management costs at prior 
BRAC locations through FY 2011. Our remaining environmental cost to 
complete for FY 2012 and beyond is approximately $1.36 billion. This includes 
about $150 million cost growth which is due in part to additional radiological 
contamination at Naval Air Station Alameda, CA, Naval Station Puget Sound, 
WA and Naval Station Treasure Island, <2A. The increase is also associated with 
ground water cleanup at sit^ at Naval Air Station Moffett Field, CA and 
additional investigation and remediation at Naval Shipyard Mare Island, CA. 


BRAC Summary 

The Department met its legal obligation to complete the BRAC 2005 
closure and realignment actions by September 15, 2011. While the relocation of 
Navy organizations from leased locations in the National Capital Region to DoD 
owned space continues to require some effort, we expect to be fully complete this 
spring. 

For the Prior BRAC installations, we transferred 1,041 acres at Naval 
Station Roosevelt Roads, PR and 557 acres at Naval Air Station South 
Weymouth, MA to the respective Local Redevelopment Authorities. 
Additionally, we are working with the Naval Station Treasure Island Local 
Redevelopment Authority to complete the first transfer of property required for 
the construction of the Oakland Bay Bridge. Although the remaining prior 
round BRAC installations present cleanup and disposal challenges, we continue 
to work with regulators and communities to tackle complex environmental 
issues, such as low-level radiological contamination, and provide creative 
solutions to support redevelopment priorities, such as Economic Development 
Conveyances with revenue sharing. 

CONCLUSION 

CXir Nation's Sea Services continue to operate in an increasingly dispersed 
environment to support the maritime strategy and ensure the freedom of the 
seas. We must continue to transform and recapitalize our shore infrastructure to 
provide a strong foundation from which to re-supply, re-equip, train, and shelter 
our forces. With your support of the Department's FY-2013 budget request, we 
will be able to build and maintain facilities that enable our Navy and Marine 
Corps to meet the diverse challenges of tomorrow. 
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Thank you for the opportunity to t^tify before you today. I look forward 
to working with you to sustain the war fighting readiness and quality of life for 
the most formidable expeditionary fighting force in the world. 
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Mr. Culberson. It is now my pleasure to call on Secretary Yon- 
kers. 

Of course, your written statement will be made a part of the 
record; and we welcome your summary of your written statement. 
Thank you, sir, for your service and for your testimony today. 

Opening Statement 

Mr. Yonkers. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Thank you all. Congressman Bishop, distinguished members of 
the Subcommittee. I really do appreciate being here today and 
being able to talk to you all about the Air Force’s installation, en- 
ergy, and environmental programs; and let me just say from the 
git-go to thank you again for your unwavering support of our Air 
Force and our Airmen and their families. 

Our fiscal year 2013 budget request responds to two main driv- 
ers: the Budget Control Act that the Congress passed last year and 
the new strategic defense policy that the President and Secretary 
Panetta announced in January. As we prepared our fiscal year 
2013 budget, we looked across the entire Air Force portfolio and 
made difficult decisions to achieve the Air Force’s share of that 
$487 billion in defense savings mandated by the Budget Control 
Act. 

In our installations, energy, and environmental portfolio we are 
focusing on investments and the critical infrastructure needed to 
sustain our air bases and the quality of life improvements for our 
Airmen and their families. We are requesting funding to meet the 
COCOM’s most critical facility requirements and facility modifica- 
tions to bed down and sustain the Joint Strike Fighter, the MC- 
12, surveillance aircraft, plus the stand-up of an additional B-52 
squadron at Minot Air Force Base, North Dakota. 

We are ever cognizant of the smart investments that will drive 
down our cost of doing business, and we are requesting $215 mil- 
lion this budget year to reduce our energy footprint by demolishing 
old, energy inefficient buildings and upgrading systems like HVAC 
and other high-energy-use systems, investments that will have a 
tangible payback over the FYDP. Moreover, we are re-evaluating 
the policies and contracting mechanisms in the areas of military 
construction and environment with the primary objective of reduc- 
ing construction and environmental restoration costs. 

As funding for the military construction becomes more austere, 
we have made a deliberate effort to build only where existing ca- 
pacity is not available or where the cost-benefit analysis validates 
demolishing the aging facilities and construction of more efficient 
and fundamental replacements. 

Our fiscal year 2013 budget request also contains $3.9 billion for 
military construction, family housing, and facilities sustainment, 
restoration, and modernization. For military construction we are 
requesting $442 million this year, and that is $900 million below 
fiscal year 2012. 

As you heard in testimony before, the deliberate pause in our 
program is prudent in light of the force structure decisions that are 
stemming from this new defense strategic guidance. 

Also on our fiscal year 2013 budget request, we are continuing 
to emphasize first-class housing and strive to improve the overall 
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quality of life for our Airmen and their families. Our new dorm 
plan for 2012 to 2016 will guide our future investments for sus- 
taining existing facilities and recapitalizing those which are inad- 
equate. As we progress through 2012, we are nearing completion 
of our efforts to privatize family housing in the continental United 
States and to upgrade family housing overseas, especially in Japan. 
Our fiscal year 2013 budget request for military family housing is 
$580 million. 

On September 15, 2011, like the other Services, the Air Force 
successfully completed its 2005 Base Realignment and Closure pro- 
gram on time and within the original $3.8 billion budget. This up- 
front BRAG investment has resulted in $1.4 billion in annual sav- 
ings to the Department of Defense, and we are reinvesting those 
dollars today in missions in fiscal year 2013. 

However, with that being said, I must also say that BRAG 2005 
fell short of the Air Force’s expectations and goals to reduce our 
overhead and our operational costs by reducing excess installation 
capacity. Today, 7 years later and almost 500 fewer aircraft in the 
inventory, the Air Force continues to maintain large amounts of ex- 
cess infrastructure. It is costing us hundreds of millions of dollars 
a year, and those are dollars that we need to invest in other areas. 

The excess capacity that we have at these installations can effec- 
tively only be eliminated by closing installations. So we fully also 
support the Secretary of Defense’s request for two more rounds of 
Base Realignment and Closure. 

Let me close just by touching briefly on our environmental pro- 
grams. This budget year we are asking for $1.1 billion to meet our 
environmental compliance and cleanup requirements at our instal- 
lations, a funding amount that has been relatively stable for a 
number of years. 

Specifically, we are asking for $469 million to meet our ongoing 
compliance commitments. This includes $46 million in pollution 
prevention, again, dollars that will be invested to reduce our haz- 
ardous waste streams and reduce our environmental liabilities and 
future costs. 

We are requesting $644 million to continue our environmental 
cleanups at both BRAG and non-BRAC bases. Last year, we imple- 
mented a new cleanup policy that relies on firm, fixed-price, per- 
formance-based contracts to achieve closure of sites. In employing 
this new method, we have already found that it reduces our costs 
by nearly 20 percent, and we are moving sites to closure three 
times faster. 

Mr. Ghairman and members of the subcommittee, we all recog- 
nize that we are operating in challenging financial times; and if se- 
questration takes effect that is going to be even more difficult. We 
continue to look at every aspect of our operations and aggressively 
pursue efficiencies to reduce our cost of doing business without sac- 
rificing either readiness or quality of life programs. We will con- 
tinue to make these strategic investments that have the tangible 
returns that I have talked about and do our part to try to meet the 
financial obligations of this Nation. 
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I also thank you again for your time and look forward to your 
questions. 

Mr. Culberson. Thank you, Mr. Secretary. 

[The information follows:] 
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Introduction 

The United States is in the midst of a deliberate evolution in the role of the military in 
achieving our national interests. This evolution is shaped by a dynamic geo-strategic 
environment, uncertain economic circumstances, and the diffusion of regional centers of 
influence. In order to effectively deal with this new paradigm, the Department of Defense issued 
new Strategic Guidance which focuses our limited resources on deterring and defeating 
aggression across all domains, maintaining a safe and effective nuclear deterrent, and protecting 
the homeland, while reducing the quantity of our forces to ensure the quality of our force. 

The United States Air Force plays an integral role in this refined guidance, and we have 
taken care to protect the distinctive capabilities we provide every day to our Joint, Interagency, 
and Coalition partners. These enduring capabilities include control of air, space, and cyberspace; 
providing global intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance; rapidly moving people and 
materiel around the planet; and holding targets at risk - anytime and anywhere. 

Difficult decisions were made to achieve the Air Force’s share of the $487 billion in 
defense savings mandated by the Budget Control Act of 201 1. These decisions fell into five 
broad categories: Force Structure, Readiness, Modernization, More Disciplined Use of Defense 
Dollars, and Taking Care of Our People. These five focus areas were integral to the allocation of 
the resources entrusted to us by the taxpayer. 

Within the portfolio of ln.stallations. Environment, & Energy we focused investments in 
critical installation facilities and infrastructure and quality of life improvements for our airmen 
and families; reducing our energy footprint by demolishing old, energy inefficient buildings and 
upgrading HVAC and other high energy use systems, investing in engine and platform 
modifications that will reduce our jet fuel demand by millions of gallons per year, and continuing 
to build on our excellence in environment, safety, and occupational health across our Air Force, 

The Air Force is striving to identify opportunities and initiatives in each of the above 
areas that will enable us to maximize the impact of every dollar we are given with an eye of 
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every investment have a return on those dollars. We are reevaluating how we can improve the 
way we manage our military construction, housing, real estate, environmental, and energy 
portfolios by centralizing these functions and services into a single Field Operating Agency. By 
doing so, we are substantially reducing manpower and overhead costs, streamlining processes 
and decision-making and centralizing program management and accountability under one 
agency. 

As funding for military construction becomes more austere we have made a deliberate 
effort to build only where existing capacity is not available or where the cost benefit analysis 
validates demolishing aging facilities in lieu of more efficient and functional replacements. 

Since 2008, we have demolished 23 million square feet of building space with an estimated 
savings of $184 million. Furthermore, we are re-evaluating our policies and contracting 
mechanisms in the areas of military construction and environmental cleanup with the objective 
of reducing construction and environmental costs. 

As we work our way through the current fiscal challenges the Air Force is committed to 
charting a path that fulfills the promises made to the American people today and in the future 
while staying true to our Airmen and their families. 

INSTALLATIONS 

Military Construction 

Our Fiscal Year 2013 President’s Budget Request contains $3.9 billion for military 
construction, military family housing, and facility su.stainment. restoration, and modernization. 
For military construction we request $442 million, $900 million less than Fiscal Year 2012. This 
deliberate pause in our program is prudent in light of force structure decisions stemming from 
the new Defense Strategic Guidance. 

Our most critical projects are captured in this request and align with our priorities of 
continuing to strengthen the nuclear enterprise, partnering with the Joint and Coalition team to 
win today’s fight, developing and caring for our Airmen and their families, modernizing our air, 
space, and cyber inventories, organizations, and training, and recapturing acquisition excellence. 
Removal of the C-27 program is one example of how force structure decisions have affected our 
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FY13 military construction program and the corollary elimination of facilities that would 
otherwise be needed to support the C-27 aircraft here in the CONUS. 

We are accepting minor risk by electing to wait a year to fund current mission 
requirements, channeling the limited funds we have requested to fund Combatant Commander 
and new mission needs - especially facilities needed to bed-down the Joint Strike Fighter. And 
while we strove to fund our active, guard, and reserve components in accordance with their 
equity in built infrastructure, the combination of austere funding and how the components 
derived their priorities led to a small shortfall in the Air Force Reserve. 

We continue to stay focused on the needs of our Airmen and their families and are 
requesting nearly $500 million to sustain and modernize our overseas housing, while supporting 
housing privatization here in the United States. Unaccompanied Airmen, likewise remain a top 
priority and we are requesting $118 million to build new dormitories or upgrade existing dorms 
to the Air Force standard - - keeping us on track to meet our goal of eliminating inadequate 
housing for unaccompanied Airmen by 2017. 

Finally, we request restoration and modernization funding at ninety percent of historical 
levels, and sustainment funding at slightly over eighty percent of the OSD model. For the first 
time in the Air Force, restoration and modernization funds will be centrally managed giving us 
the ability to prioritize new requirements across the enterprise while improving our ability to 
forecast where sustainment dollars should be invested to minimize risk in infrastructure 
maintenance and emergency repairs. This “Asset Management” approach to facility and 
infrastructure management is adopted from industry best practices - where industry has realized 
double digit savings. We expect to achieve similar results and are confident that by centralizing 
our management we can sustain our air bases on the dollars we have requested in this budget. 

Continue to Strengthen the Nuclear Enterprise 

The Air Force boasts a legacy of stewardship for two-thirds of the nation’s Nuclear Triad, 
providing security and maintenance for the weapons that enable a safe and effective deterrent. 
Accordingly, our number one priority remains the strengtliening of the nuclear enterprise, with a 
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continued focus on reliability, accountability, and compliance from the men and women who fly 
the bombers and man the missile silos in a state of constant vigilance. The Fiscal Year 2013 
budget request supports the stand-up of an additional B-52 squadron at Minot AFB, North 
Dakota, with a $4.6 million munitions equipment maintenance facility addition. 

Partner with the Joint and Coalition Team to Win Today’s Fight 
The Air Force continues to be an indispensable member of the Joint team as our Airmen 
make significant contributions in controlling the domains of air and space, providing 
unprecedented advantages in intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance, moving people and 
cargo around the world, and providing the ability to hold at risk any target on earth. We 
currently have more than 35,000 Airmen deployed, including nearly 2,300 Air Force civil 
engineers. In particular, our Air Force Rapid Engineer Deployable Heavy Operational and 
Repair Squadron Engineers (RED HORSE) and our Prime Base Engineer Emergency Force 
(Prime BEEF) personnel are the recognized experts in providing installation engineering and 
airfield capabilities to the warfighter. Red Horse as.sets are in high demand by COCOMS in 
deployed locations. 

Our Fiscal Year 2013 budget request invests $193.3 million in projects that support our Joint 
partners around the world. Examples include: 

• Projects supporting our combatant commanders that will greatly enhance ongoing 
operations. This includes the recapitalization of Headquarters, United States Strategic 
Command at Offiitt AFB, Nebraska. 

• New facilities for operations and mission support. An expanded air support operations 
facility at Fort Stewart, Georgia, will allow us to consolidate personnel on the same 
installation as their Joint partners, enabling the synergistic effects of training, working, 
and living together. 

• Intelligence, Surveillance, and Reconnaissance facilities. The new MQ-9 maintenance 
hangar at Holloman AFB, New Mexico will provide adequate cover to work on this 
sensitive aircraft under any weather condition or any hour of the day - - ensuring the 
training needs of aircrews are met. 
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Develop and Care for Airmen and Their Families 

The all-volunteer force is the foundation of the capabilities we contribute to the defense 
of the nation. In our Fiscal Year 20 1 3 budget request we continue to emphasize providing first- 
class housing and striving to improve the overall quality of life for our Airmen and their families. 
Our new 2012-2016 Dormitory Master Plan will guide our future investments for sustaining 
existing facilities and recapitalizing those which are inadequate. 

Billeting 

As part of our basing efficiencies initiative, we propose construction of a $17.6 million 
transient contingency dormitory to house personnel supporting rotational aircraft transiting 
through Europe. This project, when coupled with the elimination of the host nation maintenance 
contract and real property consolidation, has a payback period of only two years. 

Dormitories 

The Air Force continues to place a high priority on quality housing for our 
unaccompanied Airmen. Our Fiscal Year 2013 budget request includes two dormitory projects 
totaling $42.5 million. One of these projects is located at Joint Base San Antonio, Texas, 
replacing an inadequate facility with severe infrastructure problems and historically high 
sustainment costs. The other, at Thule AB, Greenland, replaces an inadequate 58 year old 
building and is also the lynchpin of consolidation efforts at Thule that will provide a payback in 
three years. This initiative will reduce energy use by 35 percent and is estimated to save $20 
million annually. 

Military Family Housing 

As we progress through 2012, we are nearing completion of our efforts to privatize 
family housing in the continental United States. This allows us to deliver high quality homes to 
our members faster than ever before, and at significant savings to the taxpayer. Our Fiscal Year 
2013 budget request for military family housing is $580 million. Included in this request is $84 
million to improve 400 homes and upgrade infrastructure in Japan, as well as nearly $500 million 
to fund operations, maintenance, utilities, and leases, and to manage privatized units for the 
family housing program. 
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Modernize our Air, Space, and Cyberspace Inventories, Organizations, and Training 
Even in the face of declining budgets, we must continue to modernize our force to meet 
the nation’s requirements. Although the pace and scope of this modernization will slow, we 
must protect programs that are critical to future warfighter needs. Our Fiscal Year 2013 request 
continues to invest in the beddown of new weapons systems. We request $93,5 million for a 
variety of military construction projects, including; 

• Three projects to continue the bed down of our newest fighter, the F-35. These projects 
provide facilities at Hill AFB, Utah, for the first operational F-35 unit, which is scheduled 
to begin receiving aircraft in 2015. 

• Three projects supporting our HC/C-130J fleet. These projects include a fuel systems 
maintenance hangar at Little Rock AFB, Arkansas and flight simulators at Little Rock 
AFB and Moody AFB, Georgia. 

• Other projects. These will support diverse mission areas, including F-22 support at 
Tyndall AFB, Florida, F-16 training at Aviano AB, Italy, and the overseas basing 
efficiencies discussed previously, which are projected to save up to $120 million across 
the FYDP. 


Base Realignment and Closure 

On September 15, 201 1, the Air Force completed its 2005 Base Realignment and Closure 
(BRAC) program on time and within its original $3.8 billion budget. This up-ffont Air Force 
BRAC investment has resulted in $900 million in annual savings to the Department of Defense 
that are being reinvested in emerging missions starting in FY13. During the 6-year 
implementation period of BRAC 2005, the Air Force implemented 64 base closure commission 
recommendations affecting 122 installations, closing 7 installations and realigning 63 others. 

Even so, BRAC 2005 fell short of the Air Force goal to reduce overhead and operational 
costs by reducing excess installation capacity. Today, seven years later with almost 500 fewer 
aircraft in the inventory, the Air Force continues to maintain large amounts of excess 
infrastructure that is costing hundreds of millions of dollars each year - dollars that we need to 
invest in other areas. The Air Force has over 24% excess installation capacity (DoD’s 2004 
Report to Congress). This excess capacity can only be effectively eliminated by closing 
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installations. As such, we fully support the Secretary of Defense’s request for two more rounds 
of base closures in 2013 and 2015 to right-size our infrastructure and reduce our overhead and 
operating costs. We need Congress’ help and support - we can’t do BRAC if you’re not in our 
corner on this. Without the ability to consolidate and close bases, the Air Force will be forced to 
make harder choices in the future that will degrade our ability to invest in those assets that 
directly affect our ability to defend this nation. 

Joint Basing 

As the Air Force emerges from its first full year of Joint Basing, we remain committed to 
providing superior and standardized installation support to our sister Services. Efficiencies were 
always expected from consolidation of the joint bases - - this year we will realize a small return 
of that investment - about 500 personnel across those joint bases for which the Air Force has 
operational responsibility. We continue to assess our processes and information systems, 
services support, and other key areas to gamer greater savings from our joint bases. In FYl 1 , we 
met 88% of the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) Tri-Service standards, and will 
continue to increase the effectiveness in which we provide installation support while lowering 
costs in fiscal year 2013. 

Encroachment Management 

The AF has taken a leadership role in developing encroachment management and 
compatible land use policies - and coordinating these efforts with communities around our 
installations. As a follow-on to the Nevada Foram, in January 2011, the Air Force on behalf of 
OSD, hosted a key interagency meeting aimed at finding ways to “clear” renewable energy 
projects that had no or little impact to military operations. Those efforts culminated in a cross- 
functional team and the DoD’s Siting Clearinghouse policy and subsequent Air Force policy. In 
the last year we reviewed and “cleared” 486 Energy Projects. 
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Privatized Housing 

We remain committed to providing quality housing to our Airmen and their families. 
Under the housing privatization initiative, $485 million in govenunent funding has garnered 
$7.85 billion in private sector funding thus far, providing quality homes to our Airmen and their 
families much more quickly than our standard military construction process. Approximately 
41,500 units at 48 bases have been privatized to date, which is 76 percent of our housing 
inventory in the continental United States (CONUS), Alaska, and Hawaii. In addition, more than 
37,000 inadequate units have been eliminated. Our goal is to privatize all CONUS housing by 
closing the remaining four privatization projects in 2012, which will result in 53,800 privatized 
homes across the Air Force portfolio. 

Enhanced Use Leasing 

The Air Force continually seeks to improve our stewardship of real estate assets and to 
leverage appropriated dollars with investments from the private sector. With the authorities 
provided to execute enhanced use leases (EUL), we’re pursuing innovative ways to leverage our 
unused real estate to return value from our installations. The AF has set a goal of unlocking $5 
billion in net present value from EULs through FY20. In pursuit of this goal, we’ve executed 9 
leases with a net present value of $233 million and are close to completing a comprehensive 
survey of all AF installations to identify non-excess real estate assets that could be put to use to 
generate revenue to meet installation requirements. 

As we pursue EULs our intent is to extract the greatest value possible for the asset, and in 
the current environment renewable energy projects provide significant opportunities. Today, the 
AF is actively pursuing 1 1 projects valued at about $700 million, 7 of which are related to 
renewable energy. We’ve identified another 21 opportunities and have developed a set of 
initiatives to determine where market demand aligns with our available assets to create additional 
EUL opportunities. 
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Energy and energy security is the comer stone of the Air Force’s ability to maintain 
global vigilance, reach, and power at home and abroad. The Air Force defines energy security as 
“having assured access to reliable supplies of enetgy and the ability to protect and deliver 
sufficient energy to meet operational needs.” To enhance its energy security, the Air Force has 
developed a three-part strategy; 


1) Reduce energy demand through conservation and efficiency, 

2) Increase renewable and alternative energy sources, and 

3) Ensure the culture of the Air Force recognizes the necessity and criticality of energy 
to its operations. 

We have set a number of aggressive goals across our entire portfolio — goals that, if met, 
will help us avoid over $1 billion a year (based on today’s energy prices) and improve energy 
security for our critical assets. 


Budget Impact 

The Air Force is the largest single consumer of energy in the federal government and as 
energy costs increase and budgets decrease, this means that energy is consuming a greater 
proportion of the Air Force budget. In FYIO, the Air Force spent $8.2 billion for fuel and 
electricity, an amount that increased to $9.7 billion in FYI 1 due primarily to the increased cost 
of cmde oil. Ironically, our demand for both fuel and electricity was down over the same period. 

At our installations, the Air Force spent more than $1 billion for facility energy in both 
FYI 0 and FYll . However, as a result of the initiatives put in place over the last eight years, the 
Air Force avoided over $250 million in additional facility energy costs in FYI 1 alone. 

In the FY13 President’s Budget, the Air Force is requesting more than $530 million for 
aviation, infrastracture, and RDT&E energy initiatives to reduce energy demand, improve energy 
efficiency, diversify supply, and improve mission effectiveness. Included in this request is $2 1 5 
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million for energy conservation projects on Air Force installations, a continuation of the nearly 
$800 million we have invested in such projects over the last four years. 

Energy Conservation 

Overall, our focus is to reduce our energy footprint across all operations. While we have 
reduced our overall facility energy consumption since FY03 by nearly 20 percent, and reduced 
energy intensity by more than 16 percent, installation energy costs have increased by 32 percent 
over that same period. The Air Force is on track to reduce its energy intensity by 37.5 percent by 
2020 and increase its renewable energy use to reach 25 percent by 2025. 

As a result of our energy conservation efforts, we have cumulatively avoided over $1.1 
billion in facility energy costs since 2003 that can be redirected to better enable warfighters to 
complete their missions. Investments we are making in FY 1 2 to improve our facility energy 
efficiency and reduce our energy requirement are expected to start generating savings in FY14, 
and the majority are expected to payback before or just shortly after the FYDP. 

The Energy Conservation Investment Program (ECIP) is a critical element of the Air 
Force’s strategy to improve the energy performance of its permanent installations. In FYI 1, we 
completed 15 ECIP projects at a cost of under $20 million. The Air Force estimates these 
projects will save more than 253 thousand million British Thermal Units (MBTUs) annually and 
nearly $54 million over the life of the projects. We have submitted six projects to OSD for 
inclusion in the FYI 2 ECIP program. If funded, these projects will save over 213 billion BTUs. 

The Air Force is also looking to reduce demand by building in smarter ways, including 
maximizing energy efficiency and using environmentally-friendly materials, and identifying and 
demolishing 20 percent of our old, unnecessary, and high-energy use facilities by 2020. 

Renewable Energy 

The Air Force is looking to improve its energy security and diversify its energy supply 
through increased use of renewable energy. In FYI 1, more than 6 percent of the electrical 
energy used by the Air Force was produced from renewable sources. Moving forward, our goal 
is to develop more than 1 ,000 megawatts (MW) of renewable power, including more than 
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600MW from solar, on our installations by 2016. By making the most of private sector 
knowledge, technology, and financing, we plan to improve our energy security by capitalizing on 
underutilized land on our installations to develop those projects. Currently, the Air Force has 
131 operational renewable energy projects and another 50 under construction across a wide 
variety of renewable energy sources, including 8.7MW from wind energy, 26.2MW from solar, 
and 2.4MW from waste-to-energy projects. 

In FYl 1, the Air Force had 46 projects funded through the MILCON appropriation with 
at least one renewable energy component, such as solar photovoltaic systems or cool roof 
attributes. 

The Air Force is not just limiting its efforts to renewable energy projects, but is also 
incorporating alternative fueled ground vehicles into our fleet. With the support of other private 
and public stakeholders, the Air Force is currently working to develop an all plug-in electric 
vehicle fleet at Los Angeles AFB, California. When the initiative is completed later this year, 
Los Angeles AFB will be the first federal facility to replace 100 percent of its general-purpose 
vehicle fleet with plug-in electric vehicles. By working with OSD and our Sister Services, we 
have identified 15 other potential locations where such vehicles will support the mission and 
improve our energy security. We will use the lessons learned at Los Angeles AFB to continue to 
refine the business case and operational analyses to determine where best to employ electric 
vehicles. 

Third-Party Financing 

While the Air Force has made considerable progress to reduce our energy demands and 
increase our energy diversity, there is still more to do. The Air Force is aggressively pursuing a 
third-party financing approach for both renewable and energy conservation projects. 

Direct Air Force renewable energy project funding tlnough Air Force capital sources is 
rarely cost-effective when compared to commercial utility rates. To address this, the Air Force is 
using existing authorities, such as EULs and Power Purchase Agreements, to attract private 
industry to develop renewable energy projects on underutilized land on Air Force installations. 
The Air Force is anticipating third-party investments could reach more than $1 billion over the 


Page 14 



101 


Installations, Energy, Environment, and BRAC 
March 7, 2012 

next 5 years to construct on-base renewable projects, while we plan to invest only $5 to $8 
million for renewable projects over the same period. The Air Force has set a goal to identify $5 
billion worth of EULs and over half of this value will be energy EULs. 

The Air Force is reinvigorating third-party financing to fund energy conservation projects 
through energy savings performance contracts (ESPC) and utility energy service contracts 
(UESC). The Air Force is targeting over $260 million in potential ESPCs and UESCs over the 
next two years. While the Air Force did not award any third-party financed projects in FYl 1, we 
anticipate awarding six such projects in FYl 2 that would save approximately 1 .1 million 
MBTUs, and are evaluating three projects for FY 1 3. 

ENVIRONMENTAL 

Our environmental programs are designed to provide the mission-ready people, 
infrastructure and natural resources necessary to meet today’s and tomorrow’s mission 
requirements. The Air Force is committed to conducting our operations in an environmentally 
responsible way; meeting all environmental standards and legal obligations applicable to these 
operations; planning future activities to consider environmental and community impacts, and 
minimize them where practicable; eliminating pollution from activities wherever and whenever 
we can; cleaning up environmental damage resulting from past activities; and responsibly 
managing our irreplaceable natural and cultural resources in a sustainable manner. To address 
these commitments, the Air Force’s FY13 President’s Budget Request seeks just over $1.1 
billion for our environmental programs. 

In meeting our environmental commitments, the AF is re-emphasizing improved 
efficiency and effectiveness as necessary outcomes for program management and for a host of 
process improvement efforts we have underway. Following are only a few examples of the 
initiatives we are championing. 


Environmental Restoration 
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Our FY13 President’s Budget Request seeks $529 million for cleanup of active 
installations, and $1 15M for cleanup of BRAC installations. We established our cleanup 
program in 1984 to cleanup former hazardous waste disposal sites on active and BRAC 
installations. Our past focus wa,s on completing investigations and getting remedial actions in 
place - - many of which were designed to operate for decades. In early 201 1 , we put into place a 
new policy and new metrics - one that shifts the goal from remedy-in-place to closing sites; from 
one that tolerated decades to complete the cleanup to one that rewards innovative technologies 
that get the job done in 8-10 years; from one that was cost-plus to one that is fixed price and 
performance based and incentivizes contractors to develop innovative ways to get to site closure; 
and to one that considers the total life cycle cost informed by a solid business case analysis. 

Our new goals are to achieve accelerated completion of 90% of Air Force BRAC cleanup 
sites and 75% of non-BRAC sites by 2015, in order to place the emphasis on bringing the 
program to closure. Through the use of improved performance-based contracting, coupled with 
this new policy, we are cleaning up sites three times faster, with lifecycle cost savings as much 
as 19%, and it is our expectation this will go even higher as we mature this contracting approach. 
By using this approach, we’re not only closing sites faster, we’re eliminating land use 
restrictions, while still being fully protective of human health and environment. 

We continue to work with state and federal regulators on socializing this new approach. We 
have received positive feedback from many of the regulators on the overarching goal to finish 
cleanup, but there are historical concerns with the execution of performance-based contracts that 
we are addressing. 

Environmental Quality 

Our FY13 President’s Budget Request seeks $469 million in Environmental Quality 
funding for compliance, environmental conservation, pollution prevention, and environmental 
technology investment. As in our cleanup program, we are refocusing our efforts to streamline 
and more effectively manage our Environmental Quality progrant activities. One example is 
how we’ve changed our approach in our National Environmental Policy Act (or NEPA) program. 
Every decision we make is backed by environmental analyses - with major efforts and cost going 
into the development of Environmental Impact Statements and Environmental Assessments. As 
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we looked at how to become more efficient in all our functional areas, we found that over time 
our NEPA process had become stagnant and bureaucratic. We had migrated away from the 
Council on Environmental Quality Guidance that emphasizes clear, concise, and analytical 
analyses rather than encyclopedic documents. On average, ElSs were taking three and a half 
years to complete and EAs half that time. Our decision-making process was being crippled by 
such tasks as elaborate internal reviews and steps that added very little value to the quality of the 
analysis. 

In September of 2010, we issued a policy to refocus our NEPA process. The policy 
emphasizes use of performance-based contracts to incentivize contractors to provide quality 
environmental analyses that are fully-compliant with the spirit and intent of NEPA, that are 
aimed at better decision-making. Likewise, to refocus our internal reviews the policy sets goals 
for completion of EISs in 12 months and EAs in 6 months. To execute the new policy the Air 
Force established a NEPA center of excellence to standardize the Air Force approach to NEPA 
management and contracting and to provide reach back to major commands and installation 
NEPA professionals. Results to date are very promising; our first contract actions are hitting the 
12 month and 6 month schedules and we’re doing this without sacrificing quality. 

We also have some initiatives underway that will change how the Air Force manages 
waste. Pollution prevention and waste minimization provide great potential to realize 
efficiencies while at the same time sustaining the Air Force mission, maintaining a safe and 
healthy workplace for our people, and improving the environment in which we live. This year, 
we are establishing pollution prevention and waste minimization goals; we will use our 
environmental management system to achieve these goals; and. we fully expect to see our 
operations become more efficient, more protective of the workforce, while realizing cost savings. 
We are also striving to change how our culture considers waste and the environment. The Air 
Force believes that ‘green’ is a smart way to do business. Simply put: green is money; green is 
innovation; green is safety; and, green is good stewardship. 

Our pollution prevention initiative provides a great segue to something the Air Force is 
very excited about. We are embarking on an aggressive initiative to transform how the Air Force 
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manages energy, water, green house gas production, and solid waste. This year, we are rolling 
out a net zero policy for the Air Force. This initiative will strengthen the Air Force’s 
commitment to supporting the Air Force’s operational mission by leading in energy and 
environmental management. We will do this by complying with legal requirements, reducing 
unacceptable risk to operations from energy-related considerations and environmental impacts, 
by continuously improving energy and environmental management practices to be more effective 
and efficient, and to ensure sustainable management of the resources we need to adequately fly, 
fight and win into the future. There is no question that responsible and prudent stewardship of 
the natural and other resources with which we are entrusted is of great importance to national and 
economic security. 

Working together with regulatory agencies, other Federal partners, and industry experts, 
the Air Force is continuously innovating and adopting best practices to lessen the environmental 
impact of its operations while helping the Air Force maintain its mission-ready posture and 
capabilities. 

CONCLUSION 

Our Fiscal Year 2013 budget request satisfies our most pressing needs while supporting 
the greater good of the nation’s fiscal security. It stays true to the fundamental priorities of our 
Air Force: (1) continue to strengthen the nuclear enterprise; (2) partner with the Joint and 
Coalition team to win today’s fight; (3) develop and care for our Airmen and their families; (4) 
modernize our air, space, and cyber inventories, organizations, and training; and (5) recapture 
acquisition excellence. We continue to mature our use of centralized asset management 
principles to mitigate accepted risk in facilities funding. Our Total Force Airmen and their 
families can rest assured that they are cared for as we strive to eliminate inadequate family 
housing by 2018 and privatize housing in the United States by 2013. 

Finally, we continue to think about the taxpayer with every dollar we spend. Our 
commitment to continued efficiencies, a properly sized force structure, and right-sized 
installations, combined with steadfast stewardship of our energy resources and environment, will 
enable us to provide our trademark support to the Joint fight without imposing fiscal hardship on 
the nation. 
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CURRENT FISCAL ENVIRONMENT 

Mr. Culberson. I know that we have all got questions. I will be 
as brief as I can to ensure time for my colleagues, but I have to 
hit on a couple of things that are particularly pressing in my mind 
and highly relevant to the work of this subcommittee. 

You have about $3.9 billion worth of projects. The Air Force, Sec- 
retary Yonkers, you are presenting about $3.9 billion worth of rec- 
ommendations to us today? 

Mr. Yonkers. $3.9 billion for military construction, and facilities 
sustainment, restoration, and modernization. 

Mr. Culberson. And the result of folks abusing a privilege, like 
a lot of privileges, has lost it here temporarily with this earmark 
thing. It is a great example for all of us. I hope the whole sub- 
committee will work arm in arm. We have got to fix this. I hope 
it is just a temporary problem. 

For example, I am circling back to military construction. The 
Army Corps of Engineers came in to see me. Arizona may not have 
this directly, Jeff, but you will certainly see it. Or, obviously, in 
Kansas it may not be as big a deal. 

But the Panama Canal — I am going to tie this right back into 
what we are doing here today, folks, because it just struck me. I 
didn’t realize how bad this problem was. 

The Panama Canal — they are about to open a third Panama 
Canal that will be in the next 12 months open for business, and 
they are going to be able to bring supertankers across the Isthmus 
of Panama. They are all — those giant ships — deeper than 48 feet. 
The Port of Houston, the Port of New Orleans, all the Ports in the 
Gulf of Mexico — Mobile might be deeper, I think. But almost all of 
them are 48 feet or shallower. 

So I asked the Corps, all those giant ships — how do we bring 
them into — how do we bring all that cargo, all those jobs, all that 
economic growth into the Gulf of Mexico? 

And the Army Corps said, you can’t do it. 

I said, we can’t do it? Why? 

Because we would have to authorize them — the Army Corps is 
only authorized to dredge the Ports of Savannah, New Orleans, 
Houston, all of them to 45 feet. 

But it is something we have really got to fix. We have really got 
to fix it. 

So for public works projects, I hope we would all work together 
so we could public works projects for Federal, State, or local gov- 
ernment that are obviously absolutely transparent and in which we 
do not increase spending and that we don’t obviously have any con- 
flict of interest ourselves. Because we are dead in the water. We 
cannot expand any of the ports to handle all that cargo. 

foreign materiel exploitation lab 

Another one that came to mind that is circling right back into 
the work of the subcommittee is I had a chance to visit Wright-Pat- 
terson Air Force Base. And God bless them for the work they are 
doing. If you guys get a chance to do it — Jeff, when you get to the 
Senate, I hope you will go see what they are doing at Wright-Pat- 
terson. It is extraordinary and highly classified. But I will say that 
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we all know — and the name of the facility, Secretary Yonkers, what 
is that called out there? 

Mr. Yonkers. It is the NASIC, and it is the foreign materiel ex- 
ploitation laboratory in particular. 

Mr. Culberson. But there is a name for it. The foreign materiel 
acquisition? 

Mr. Yonkers. I thought it was a laboratory, sir. 

Mr. Culberson. Oh, excuse me. Okay. 

Well, the work that y’all do there is extraordinary and unique in 
the United States. They have got multiple customers. 

And remembering that England almost lost the war because of 
the German U-boat menace in the Gulf, and what finally turned 
the tables was a German U-boat was partially sunk and the crew 
got off the ship so fast before it sank. And the British were quick 
enough to go on board, and they captured the Enigma. And the 
British Parliament was able to 

Oh, here it is. I am sorry. This is out in the open, the Foreign 
Materiel Exploitation Lab. And listen carefully to that name. 

I really wanted to make sure we all are focused on this, because 
the testimony we have here before us today is a perfect example 
of why we have really got to fix this problem to restore a funda- 
mental obligation of the Congress as stewards of the Treasury, as 
guardians of the Treasury, and to do so in a way that obviously we 
don’t want to increase spending. We want to make sure it is trans- 
parent and there is no conflict of interest. But we have got a re- 
sponsibility. 

When the British captured that U-boat and captured the Enig- 
ma, the British Parliament was able to invest in a massive new fa- 
cility to take advantage of that and they broke the German codes 
and won the war. That is what saved England, is because they 
were able to intercept Admiral Donitz’s messages to the U-boats 
and send out destroyers exactly where the U-boats were and nail 
’em. That saved England, which won the war. 

Now we are handicapped. We can’t help the Air Force. When is 
that facility scheduled to be expanded. Secretary Yonkers, at 
Wright-Patterson? 

Mr. Yonkers. Right now, sir, it is in the fiscal year 2016 military 
construction. 

Mr. Culberson. 2016. So as Mr. Moran, who has served so many 
years — and so many of y’all have so many more years experience 
at this than I do. The extraordinary work — I hope you have been 
out there to see it, Jim, incredible work that they are doing. 

But we are in the position. Judge, as you — in the courtroom, I 
know judges are limited. They have to just sit there passively like 
spectators with a catcher’s mitt, and they can only handle what 
drops into their lap. 

And it is just a violation I think of everything that we, as policy- 
makers, as stewards of the Treasury, our constituents entrust us 
with this extraordinary privilege to use our good judgment. And as 
the good Lord said, if they lie about the little things, they will lie 
about the big things. Well, conversely, if you can trust us with the 
big things, you can trust us with the smaller ones. Long conversa- 
tion leading up to some discussion with the Secretary. 
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And I really hope we will all work together, guys, on fixing this 
so we can do public works projects. Federal, State, or local, abso- 
lutely transparent, no conflict of interest, and don’t increase spend- 
ing. Because it is just incredible. If I attempt to move — if any of 
us on this committee, for example, for any of the projects that y’all 
are working on attempted 

For example, Mr. Yonkers, I hate to keep picking on the Air 
Force, but the list that you have given us, Mr. Secretary, if we 
were to attempt to move a project that you had listed further down 
and move it up, could we do that? 

That is prohibited by the earmark ban. It just doesn’t make 
sense. 

It is highly relevant. Because the Israelis are going to probably 
have to deal with Iran some time in the months ahead. And God 
bless y’all for what you are doing, and I won’t necessarily say 
where it is being done. But the extraordinary work that is being 
done by our men and women in uniform is going to become even 
more relevant if the Israelis have to take out the Iranian nuclear 
reactor. 

And because of the earmark ban, we can’t, as policymakers, do 
what the British Parliament did when they captured the Enigma 
machine. We can’t make good policy judgements and move a project 
up on the list. That is nuts, and we have got to fix it. 

I want to ask specifically about, if I could, Mr. Secretary — actu- 
ally, to each one of you — an open-ended question. And then I will 
pass it to my good friend from Georgia. 

One of my big concerns in the hearing that we just had with the 
chiefs that really concerns me — and I didn’t express it as well as 
Senator Levin did. And I just want to quote in today’s CQ that 
Senator Levin, at one of their hearings on Wednesday, said to 
the — who did he have in front of him? I am not sure who he had 
in front of him. 

But he said, quote, I am surprised and disappointed to hear our 
military commanders are focused on Afghan force size based on 
what they think might be affordable instead of the number of Af- 
ghan security forces they believe will be needed to maintain secu- 
rity. It strikes me as extremely unwise to base decisions on the fu- 
ture size of the Afghan Army and police exclusively on projections 
of future affordability instead of military requirements to secure 
the gains that have been made at great cost to America — obviously, 
to our soldiers, men and women — and to prevent the Taliban from 
returning to power. 

AFFORDABLE RATHER THAN MILITARY REQUIREMENT AND MISSION 

That is one of the things I wanted to ask each one of you, to 
please comment: To what extent are the recommendations that the 
Air Force, the Navy, each one of the Army are making to this sub- 
committee and to the Congress based on what is affordable rather 
than military requirement and mission? That is a real source of 
concern. 

Mr. Yonkers. In the context of military construction? 

Mr. Culberson. Yes. Obviously, the sequestration. We have got 
this asteroid entering the atmosphere that we have to deal with 
and deal with the mandatory programs that are what are really 
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killing us. We have to make sure we protect our extraordinary de- 
fense capability. We have to deal with sequestration down the road 
and deal with, obviously, balancing the budget. That is, I hope, 
going to come out of mandatory, primarily. It needs to. 

But to what extent are the recommendations you are making to 
us here today — for example, there is no new construction, Mr. Sec- 
retary — Secretary Yonkers. The Air Force is not proposing any new 
construction. We talked about this in my office. I am just concerned 
that there is no — are the recommendations you are making driven 
by what you think is affordable more so than by what our mission 
requirements are and the needs of the Nation’s security? 

Mr. Yonkers. Well, certainly the recommendations that — or the 
requests that we are making here are reflective of what we are try- 
ing to do under the Budget Control Act and $487 billion in cost re- 
ductions. But we think we have fine-tuned it to the point where we 
have hit on all of the high notes with regards to meeting the re- 
quirements that we have to support our COCOM commanders and 
to support our forces. Would we like to have more money in the 
budget to buy more MILCON? Obviously. But, right now, it is a 
belt-tightening situation. So I think we have got it right. 

Mr. Culberson. You are not concerned about risk at this point 
with this recommendation? 

Mr. Yonkers. Not at this point in time. I am not concerned over- 
ly about risk in our military construction or the Facilities, 
Sustainment, Restoration, and Modernization (FSRM) program. 

Mr. Culberson. Anyone else want to comment? And then I will 
pass it on to my friend, Mr. Bishop. 

Ms. Pfannenstiel. Mr. Chairman, I would echo what Mr. Yon- 
kers has said, that the budget request was based on the strategic 
review of meeting our military mission, and what we have put in 
front of you does meet that mission. 

Ms. Hammack. Thank you. 

From the Army’s perspective, we looked at quality and capacity. 
And when we looked across our portfolio and across the list of 
MILCON requests, we looked to spend our money where we had 
failing facilities, buildings that were in what we call a Q-4 condi- 
tion, the worst condition, where they needed replacement or where 
we did not have the capacity that we needed in order to do the pri- 
mary mission. So we rate things on a one-to-four scale for quality 
and capacity. 

So when we prioritize the projects in our list of requests, we have 
prioritized those that were correcting quality and capacity issues 
which we considered to be most mission critical. 

Mr. Culberson. Well, thank you. I am taking too much time, but 
I am really exercised, as you can tell. 

My concern is that our responsibility as legislators is to make 
sound policy decisions based on our best judgments. And I think we 
have almost, by the abuse of people in the past and with the ear- 
mark ban, which really is a temporary situation, I hope. We need 
to fix it. We are sort of reduced to the situation of judges, where 
we just have to deal with what is dropped in our lap. 

Thank you for the indulgence, members; and I am going to pass 
it to Mr. Bishop. 
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Mr. Bishop. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman; and I want 
to thank all of the panel members for your appearance and for your 
service. I guess I will go service by service, starting with the Army. 

PROJECTS DEFERRED FROM FY2013 PROGRAM 

Ms. Hammack, what types of projects were deferred from the fis- 
cal year 2013 program as a result of the force draw-down? How 
much of an impact did the lack of a finalized brigade combat team 
structure have on the T3 programs? And when the brigade combat 
team structure is decided, do you think that the Army will need to 
make some changes to its fiscal year 2013 program? Or will the 
problems be addressed in 2014? 

Ms. Hammack. The projects that were deferred were primarily 
barracks or brigade combat team centers, and we deferred those 
out and will reprioritize them for fiscal year 2014. We do not be- 
lieve that there is anything in the total Army analysis or the core 
structure change that would have any impact on our fiscal year 
2013 priorities. 

Mr. Bishop. So you anticipated having to do that in 2014 because 
you don’t have the brigade combat team structure in place now? 

Ms. Hammack. That is correct. And we did not want to be in a 
position where we built property that would become excess. So we 
deferred projects. 

And, again, we are going to conduct a gap analysis once the total 
Army analysis comes out. But at this point in time we do not be- 
lieve there is anything in the fiscal year 2013 budget that would 
be impacted, and we will re-evaluate the projects in 2014 based 
upon the force structure decisions. 

ARMY FACILITY STRATEGY 2020 

Mr. Bishop. Thank you. 

Can you take a few moments and explain what the Army Facility 
Strategy 2020 is to the committee and what metrics were used 
when developing the Army Facility Strategy 2020 and explain how 
the Army used that strategy when putting together the 2013 pro- 
gram. 

Ms. Hammack. The Facility Strategy 2020 is taking a look at 
what our capacity is currently and is directly in line with the total 
Army analysis. So as we are evaluating our future force structure 
requirements, we are evaluating that in concert with the current 
capacity and availability on installations. So that when the force 
structure analysis is complete, we will preserve the most efficient 
facilities; we will consolidate functions for better space utilization; 
and then we will demolish failing buildings directly in line with 
what Secretary Yonkers said in order to save costs, those facilities 
that are costing us more to sustain than is viable. So we will be 
consolidating operations. 

OVERSEAS MILCON PROJECTS 

Mr. Bishop. Thank you, ma’am. 

Let me move to the Navy and Marine Corps construction. 
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Secretary Pfannenstiel, approximately 30 percent of the Navy’s 
construction program is for overseas projects. Can you explain the 
importance of these project requirements? 

And then I would like for you to talk about the homeport initia- 
tive. What type of progress has been made? 

And is the goal for reaching facility requirement — for E-1 thru 
E-4 ranks by 2016 a realistic goal, given the fiscal climate that we 
are in? 

Ms. Pfannenstiel. Certainly, Congressman. 

Taking the first question about the overseas MILCON, much of 
that MILCON is in direct support of the combatant commanders’ 
requests there. In Spain, in Djibouti, in Bahrain, we are enhancing 
what the combatant commanders have needed there. As well, the 
construction that is being done overseas — and it is laid out in detail 
in my written statement — is supporting different missions and dif- 
ferent platforms that will be moved around both in Europe and in 
Japan. 


HOMEPORT ASHORE INITIATIVE 

Mr. Bishop. You are looking a lot to improve the quality of life 
of the junior sailors who are living on ships. Given the reduction 
in end strength that is coming, are you having to re-evaluate that 
Homeport Ashore Initiative? 

Ms. Pfannenstiel. The Homeport Ashore Initiative is an at- 
tempt to get the younger sailors off of the ships and have everyone 
have a bed on shore, and we had anticipated that that would take 
until about 2016 to do that. We are on track to do that still. When 
we have finished, it will have created about 5,000 spaces for the 
sailors to get off of the ships and give them a bed at shore. So we 
are on track for that. 

MARINE CORPS FORCE REALIGNMENT 

Mr. Bishop. Okay. And the final question is, the United States 
has consistently taken the position that the realignment in Oki- 
nawa is contingent on progress toward the Futenma Replacement 
Facility. Now, that replacement facility and the move have been 
delinked, is this the beginning of the Marine Corps moving away 
from the new facility in Okinawa? 

Ms. Pfannenstiel. Not at all. We are still moving towards the 
Marines having a presence, an operational presence on Guam. That 
is still our intention and discussions are ongoing. 

Mr. Bishop. Are you still committed to the relocation on Guam, 
as opposed to other locations like Australia? 

Ms. Pfannenstiel. We are looking at the entire Pacific posture 
in a lot of different areas. But Guam will be one place where we 
will move Marines, something fewer perhaps than we had origi- 
nally thought. Probably fewer than 5,000 Marines, but we will still 
have a presence of Marines on Guam. 

Mr. Bishop. Okay. We haven’t been able to confirm that from 
anybody in DoD. We have been getting all of the information from 
the Japanese press. We are trying to get some valid information 
from DoD. 
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Ms. Pfannenstiel. Well, let me confirm that we are still intend- 
ing to move Marines to Guam. It will be in the order of 5,000 Ma- 
rines. 

Mr. Bishop. But you said you would lower that number, which 
is what they have been reporting in the Japanese press, and pos- 
sibly disperse them to other locations, like Australia, throughout 
the Pacific. 

Ms. Pfannenstiel. We have announced that there will be Ma- 
rines moving to Australia. So it is really a question of Marines 
coming off of Okinawa and where in the Pacific in a number of dif- 
ferent places where will they be? And those are decisions that we 
are making now, and then there are discussions going on with the 
Japanese Government about 

Mr. Bishop. You don’t have the plan finalized for the construc- 
tion projects in the Pacific? 

Ms. Pfannenstiel. That is absolutely the case. Yes. 

Mr. Bishop. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Culberson. Thank you, Mr. Bishop. 

And, of course, if it was the considered judgment of the Congress 
that actually we needed that facility in Australia, we couldn’t do 
that; could we? 

Right. We have got to fix that problem. 

Mr. Carter, I recognize my friend from Texas. 

Mr. Carter. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Let’s not pick on judges anymore today. 

Mr. Flake. Or earmarks. 

Mr. Carter. Secretary Hammack, General Odierno met with us 
a while back. In fact, it was last week. And he said the $3.6 billion 
request for MILCON support is for our most critical needs. And I 
understand that. I understand the draw-down and what we have 
got to do. I am not especially happy about it. I worry about our end 
strength. But I certainly respect it. But is it prudent to ignore cur- 
rent MILCON needs in hope of a BRAC solution? 

And one of the things that you just said is — I think I picked it 
up. Maybe I missed it. I was listening for it. We haven’t actually 
completed the 2005 BRAC yet, have we, completely? 

ARMY BRAC AND BARRACKS PROGRAM 

Ms. Hammack. The Army has completed an ’05 BRAC, yes. 

Mr. Carter. But the overall BRAC process for all the services is 
not complete. And I think someone said something about $100 mil- 
lion from the 2005 BRAC. 

Ms. Hammack. What is complete is the construction process and 
the moving of people. What is not complete in this BRAC round nor 
any of the other BRAC rounds is the closure. 

Mr. Carter. And that is the environmental impact that my 
friend, Mr. Farr, is always talking about in California. 

Ms. Hammack. Absolutely. That is the environmental cleanup 
that is residual from the prior BRAC rounds which had a much 
larger environmental cleanup bill associated with them than the 
BRAC 2005 round. 

Mr. Carter. Just remembering what my friend, Mr. Farr, has 
talked about, it is almost a never-ending story in some places, 
right? 
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Ms. Hammack. It can be a challenge. 

We have a program to clean up. But, as you are cleaning up, you 
can find things that are unexpected that could change your cleanup 
plan. 

Mr. Carter. And, for me, this is a military construction com- 
mittee. But it is really — when we are looking at the military, I view 
defense committee as the big picture warfighters and I view us as 
the people protectors. 

And at Fort Hood at least we have some of our barracks that are 
substandard and they don’t meet the goals that we set for our- 
selves in housing our soldiers. So as these warfighters come back — 
and at Fort Hood at least we are in like our fifth or sixth deploy- 
ment. For many of the troops at Fort Hood, I mean, these guys 
have done their job. And as they come back, some of them are be- 
coming second-class citizens. Yet they have been promised these 
barracks are going to be 

And it is not a big push, but it is something that I wonder if that 
is really prudent for the morale of our troops — these people have 
given us 10 years of their lives fighting these wars for us — to have 
them come back and still be in substandard housing. 

And is it actually a cost savings over the long run? Because it 
is my experience in the private sector, when I used to build things, 
every year they get more expensive. So if you don’t build it this 
year, it is going to cost more next year. It is going to cost you more 
the next year after that. And unless something really strange hap- 
pens, it never seems to drop down a whole lot. It just always seems 
to get more. 

l3o you feel this is prudent? Because what you are really doing 
is passing the ball or allowing the ball to fumble from our current 
reduction to the BRAG process. The BRAG process doesn’t always 
save us any money. Sometimes it costs us money. Would you argue 
with that? 

Ms. Hammack. I am going to let the BRAG process question be 
answered by my colleague. Dr. Robyn. 

BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE — MODERNIZING BARRACKS 

Mr. Garter. Dr. Robyn, that would be fine by me. 

Ms. Hammack. As it goes for barracks, we have two processes. 
One is new construction and the other is using our restoration and 
modernization. And many of our older barracks that have gone 
through the refurbishment we are finding our soldiers like better 
because we are taking a room that used to be designed for two peo- 
ple to live in it and it is being reconverted to a one-person room. 
So they have a little more space in the older barracks than they 
do in some of the newer ones. 

Mr. Garter. And we have some of those barracks. 

Ms. Hammack. Yes. So we do have a program to continue to re- 
store and modernize our barracks. 

What we have delayed is some of the new construction, because 
we don’t want to build excess capacity. So we have looked — and we 
call it racking and stacking and building a list of barracks projects, 
and we are fixing those that are in the worst condition — or replac- 
ing those that are in the worst condition first and working our way 
through. 
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Mr. Carter. And I asked the question because I have talked to 
soldiers that come back from deployment, and they have said, I had 
better quarters in Baghdad than they got at Fort Hood. So I raised 
that issue for that reason. 

Ms. Robyn. Can I answer your question? 

Mr. Carter. Yes, ma’am. Please. 

Ms. Robyn. All BRAC rounds yield savings. The payback period 
is different. And in my opening statement I distinguished between 
the 2005 round and the previous four rounds. There is a lot of mis- 
understanding about that. 

The first four rounds focus, by design, on eliminating excess ca- 
pacity and generating savings. The 2005 round was different, by 
design. You heard Katherine describe the Army transformation. 
That was why it was different. It was set out to be a BRAC round 
that was largely about transformation and largely Army. So the 
payback period on the 2005 round — with savings, $4 billion a year, 
but is longer than the payback period for the earlier BRAC rounds 
which paid back within 2 to 3 years. For the 2005 round, we won’t 
cross that line until 2018. 

Mr. Carter. I hope so and that it is not just voodoo accounting. 
But I will take your word for it. 

I think my time is up, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Culberson. Thank you, Mr. Carter. 

I recognize the gentlelady from Minnesota, Ms. McCollum. 

Ms. McCollum. Thank you, Mr. Chair. 

I want to thank you all for being here today; and, as has been 
pointed out, thank you for your service to our country. 

Our drive to achieve energy security by decreasing our depend- 
ence on foreign oil is an issue Americans all agree on, and I know 
that it is part of the mission of the Department of Defense. You 
know, it even becomes more important — we have all watched gaso- 
line prices go up, oil prices. We watch what happens with fuel oil 
in my part of the world. As oil is sold on an open market, it is sup- 
ply and demand. It doesn’t make any difference who generates it, 
who is pumping, who is refining it. It is supply and demand for the 
cost. So I think making a long-term investment in clean domestic 
energy makes a lot of sense for a lot of reasons. 

There was a Pew report on national security, energy, and cli- 
mate; and it highlights the Department of Defense and the work 
that it is doing to increase spending on renewable energy invest- 
ments by 300 percent between 2006 and 2009. 

The report also goes on to say that these investments will reach 
more than $10 billion annually by 2030. That is a lot of money. But 
there is a reason why you are going that way. 

So I probably won’t have time to hear from everyone. So I would 
ask Secretary Hammack. Your leadership in this has been out- 
standing. And the Army is the largest energy user in the Federal 
Government. So when you make a difference, you make a dif- 
ference for taxpayers in reducing energy costs and keeping things 
down lower as well as making our national security objective of 
using less foreign oil move forward. 

So, in your testimony, you discussed an Energy Initiatives Task 
Force and how it is going to make the Army a leader in the use 
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of renewable energy. So I would like you to elaborate more little 
more on that. 

But I would also like you to point out to the committee how this 
is nothing new to the Obama administration, that this has been a 
decision that was taken by the Commander in Chief of a previous 
administration, the Pentagon seeing the need to do this because it 
is part of the Pentagon’s mission. This isn’t, you know, trying to 
be green or friendly. This is trying to be smart and efficient and 
a good use of the taxpayers’ dollars. So could you maybe give us 
just a little bit of the history of how you have come to be here with 
the energy efficiency programs? 

And the other thing that I have seen in public entities, in our 
schools, they make the investment, they are recouping the dollars. 
So even though we are putting a lot of dollars in, if you have a 
cost-benefit analysis you could share with the committee, I would 
appreciate it. 

Thank you. 


ENERGY INITIATIVES TASK FORCE 

Ms. Hammack. Certainly. Thank you for your comments. 

The Army has been working hard on this and for a long time. 

The Energy Initiatives Task Force was stood up to augment our 
garrison staff to help come up with large-scale energy projects, over 
10 megawatts. We have come to the realization that that is some- 
thing that is beyond the capability of a garrison staff who is fo- 
cused on working with soldiers and families and providing them 
the quality of life and running the garrison. So installing and de- 
veloping a large-scale, renewable energy project is beyond their ca- 
pabilities. 

The Energy Initiatives Task Force currently has about 10 
projects that they are reviewing that could generate up to one 
gigawatt of energy. Currently, we are scoping the projects; and the 
intent is for those to go out to bid to the private sector using the 
authorities Congress has given us, enhanced use lease or power 
purchase arrangements so that we are not coming to Congress and 
asking you for the $7 billion investment that it would take to put 
the renewable energy project on the Army installations. 

We are going to the private sector. And it has got to make finan- 
cial sense for the private sector. It has got to make financial sense 
for our Nation. It has to make good financial sense for the Army. 

These projects are going to give us more energy security by rely- 
ing on natural resources. It is going to give us the ability to reduce 
risk and reduce vulnerability. It is going to also incentivize the pri- 
vate sector to invest in American-made alternative energy equip- 
ment, because it is going to have a requirement to comply with the 
Buy American Act. 


ENERGY SECURITY 

So we have put out a multiple award task order contract for $7 
billion. An REP was released last week, and we are receiving re- 
sponses right now. So it is a way of leveraging the authorities you 
have given us to do what is right for our Nation and to do what 
is right for energy security. 
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Ms. McCollum. Mr. Chair, I think that this could be something 
that would be interesting to find out what more we can do with al- 
ternative energy and that. I am not anti-oil. Oil is going to be part 
of the mix, but it needs to be a part of the mix in a very smart 
way. So thank you for your work on this issue. 

Ms. Hammack. Thank you. 

Mr. Culberson. Thank you, Ms. McCollum. 

And, in particular, natural gas is a terrific option. The United 
States has got vast reserves of natural gas, and it can be burned 
safely and cleanly and basically in a way that, frankly, puts out al- 
most more water vapor than anything else. So I would love you to 
see you guys move to more natural gas. 

Yes, ma’am? Did you want to comment? 

Ms. Robyn. I would like to say something by way of follow-up. 

I think there is a lot of misunderstanding about why the Defense 
Department is putting up solar or raising wind turbines. Over the 
weekend, Washington, D.C., lost power to its 911 system for a half 
hour. It was a Pepco issue, and the backup generator failed, and 
two other backup systems failed. So for 30 minutes over the week- 
end, Washington, D.C., did not have 911 service. 

We have that same concern about our military installations. 
They are 99 percent reliant on the commercial grid. Our backup 
system is generators and diesel fuel. We need to do better than 
that. 

Renewables doesn’t get us there entirely. But that is the begin- 
ning. And if you combine that with storage and microgrid tech- 
nology, that gives us the ability to continue critical operations for 
weeks or months at a time if the grid goes down. That is why we 
are doing renewable energy. 

Mr. Culberson. Thank you, ma’am. 

Mr. Carter. Would the gentleman yield for a question? 

Mr. Culberson. Sure. 

Mr. Carter. I have a question. I am concerned about what you 
just said. What do you envision this alternative energy — do you en- 
vision it to be at the established base level in the country? You 
don’t envision erecting solar panels to power our soldiers in the 
field as they fight wars? Or you are certainly not going to put up 
wind towers. I mean, if you do, how will you keep the enemy from 
knowing where you are, if you are putting up a wind tower? 

Ms. Robyn. We are doing them both, for tactical reasons and on 
our installations. And the strategy is very different. And third- 
party financing refers to what we are doing on our installations. 
But I will let one of my service counterparts talk about what we 
are doing in theater. 

ALTERNATE RENEWABLE ENERGY SOURCES 

Mr. Carter. I just don’t understand. We actually have more 
wind towers in Texas than any State in the Union, and I can prom- 
ise you that you can go to the plains of Texas and you can see a 
wind tower for 200 miles. And how are you going to keep the 
enemy from knowing where your troops are if your power source 
is going to be wind towers? 

Ms. Pfannenstiel. Well, we will move off of wind towers and 
talk about some of what we are doing with solar power, where the 
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Marine Corps has found and developed a number of applications 
for solar power that they have actually brought into the theater, 
as has the Army. 

So a number of applications that are not about being green in 
any way — rather, they are being more effective in their 
warfighting. They have to carry fewer batteries, because they have 
these small solar arrays that charge the batteries. 

Mr. Carter. I can understand that. I can understand that. Small 
solar arrays like you can use to charge cell phones and things like 
that, radios, small radios. 

Ms. Pfannenstiel. But in a wide variety of different tech- 
nologies that have become now more standard than they were even 
5 years ago. 

Mr. Culberson. If I could — excuse me. We are going to lose Mr. 
Moran, who has to leave at 4:00; and Mr. Yoder graciously agreed 
to allow Mr. Moran to go first. We will circle back to this. Judge. 
I just wanted to make sure Jim had a chance to ask questions. 

I recognize my friend from Virginia. 

Mr. Moran. That is very thoughtful of you. Chairman; and I 
would be the first to recognize that it would be no big deal if you 
will lose me. But I do want to take the opportunity to say some- 
thing nice. 

We could have had chaos in northern Virginia in terms of traffic 
congestion for 200,000 commuters due to a BRAC-related building. 
But we now have very thoughtful, responsible traffic management. 
And I want to thank you, Mr. Chairman, and Ranking Member 
Bishop and your excellent staff and particularly Mr. Washington 
and Ms. Hammack and particularly Dr. Robyn and her staff, John 
Conger, who used to work for the former chair of the committee, 
Mr. Edwards, and Colonel Troy Moore. 

Look, your team really made it happen. Oftentimes, our ques- 
tions are critically oriented. All I can do is to heap praise upon you. 
And I am not sure all of my constituents realize what you did. But, 
boy, you saved the day. So thank you very much for that. 

anti-terrorism/force protection standards 

I have only one other question, and it is not meant to be critical. 
But DoD has anti-force protection standards that are at variance 
with GSA. They are more expensive; and, in some cases, they are 
somewhat less rational. In some cases, it is as though because one 
building or agency is near an earthquake fault line every other 
building in the country has to meet the same standards to protect 
against an earthquake. We have got a lot of civilian agencies that 
might also be under attack, but GSA manages their force protec- 
tion. 

So I wonder if you would just tell us for the record what you are 
doing to come more in line with GSA to exercise some judgment, 
to save some money, and to enable metropolitan areas like mine, 
Mr. Farr’s, and probably others from having to — really for not 
being able to compete when you have to have an 82-foot setback 
from a sidewalk, you can’t have parking underneath, you can’t 
have any kind of public access, you can’t be near a Metro station. 
Some of those things don’t work in a metropolitan area. And I trust 
we are making progress in that area. Dr. Robyn? 
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Ms. Robyn. I think we are. I don’t want to pop the cork yet on 
the champagne. But our standards are not different just from 
GSA’s. They are different from the entire rest of the Federal Gov- 
ernment. 

Mr. Moran. Basically, the whole world. 

Ms. Robyn. Yes. The rest of the Federal Government uses inter- 
agency security committee, ISC, standards that were developed by 
a 21-agency group led by the Department of Homeland Security, 
updated in 2010. And they are sensibly risk-based. So the stand- 
ards for each building are based on the risk faced by that indi- 
vidual building, based on location, number of employees, symbolic 
value, critical missions. 

Our standards are different in that it is one-size-fits-all. So for 
even buildings that are not high risk we require certain minimum 
standards. So we have been going through a fairly elaborate proc- 
ess within the Department, began with six very detailed case stud- 
ies. What is the difference in outcome depending on whether you 
use IFC or DoD standards? We are letting the security folks have 
the final say. I think it is a good process. 

We focused initially on leased space. Once we make a decision on 
whether to adopt the IFC approach on leased space, we will then 
look at buildings on an installation. Right now, we treat a building 
in the middle of Fort Hood the same as a building in downtown 
D.C. We don’t treat them differently in terms of their require- 
ments. And it seems irrational. 

So I think it is an important area. The costs are significant, obvi- 
ously. It is a policy judgment as well as a technical one. But I think 
we are making good progress. 

Mr. Moran. Thank you very much; and thank you, Mr. Chair- 
man. 

Mr. Culberson. Certainly, Mr. Moran. 

I want to reiterate to all of you, if any member of this com- 
mittee — frankly, any Member of Congress but particularly this sub- 
committee contacts you, they have a problem with a facility you are 
building, that request certainly is as though it is coming from me. 
Because each Member’s district, they know them better than cer- 
tainly any of us do. And I am really glad that worked out for Mr. 
Moran. Thank you for working with him. And, Jim, ride herd on 
it. Let us know what else we need to do. 

Mr. Moran. I really am appreciative. 

Mr. Culberson. Mr. Yoder from Kansas. 

Mr. Yoder. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Thanks to all of you for being here today. 

This is certainly an important hearing as we deal with the crit- 
ical component of our responsibilities to our Nation’s military, the 
men and women in service, the facilities we utilize. This committee 
does some really important work and special work, and I am 
pleased to be part of it. 

It is also a time, as we determine how we are going to solve our 
national debt crisis, that we have to look at where we are reducing 
expenditures; and I want to commend all of you for the tough, 
tough work that goes into the BRAG decisions that are made and 
a lot of the heartbreak in communities when things change. You 
know, in many regards, the things you have done related to BRAG 
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have been held up in State legislatures and local communities as 
models of how things can be done in a way that reduces expendi- 
tures. That is where we hope we can go. 

So as we are dealing with the importance of supporting our mili- 
tary men and women in service and reducing spending we are also 
looking on these committees on how we can help promote and sup- 
port the private economy and job creation to get the economy roll- 
ing again. Ultimately those jobs fund the ability for us to fund our 
military. So it is all kind of intertwined. 

And I note a lot of the expenditures that we are encumbering re- 
lated to our operations related to BRAC are mostly dedicated to en- 
vironmental cleanup, surplus real property in preparation for 
transfer of titles to non-DOD entities. That certainly is a consump- 
tion of a lot of energy and time. 

We have such an area in Kansas called the Sunflower Army Am- 
munition Plant (AAP) you may be familiar with. Sunflower AAP is 
a BRAC managed commission that has had to endure environ- 
mental cleanup. And probably, in many cases, this is a situation 
where you have partnered with private industry and ultimately to 
transfer title as both sides work together to finance the cleanup. 
It is one of those great examples where public-private partnerships 
work, and our goal ultimately is to get places like Sunflower all 
across the country back into a situation where it can be put back 
into productivity. Homes, schools, parks, whatever that are 
planned for these areas, what a great thing when we can turn 
these into job-creating areas. 

So, knowing that that is all of our goal, I wanted to ask you some 
questions about how that has been going across the country. Cer- 
tainly that has been a challenge locally. 

We have some challenges regarding the EPA. And when we get 
into agreements with private industry and we get into agreement 
with local communities to clean up sites based upon assumptions, 
Ms. Hammack, I think your statement was there are unforeseen 
challenges that occur later down the road. Some of these are un- 
foreseen and some of them are challenges that are created because 
of an unexpected decision that a regulatory agency might make, 
not just a challenge but that was maybe unforeseen when some- 
thing was uncovered but maybe a different regulatory approach. 
And we deal with this in the private sector, and the public sector 
is a sort of regulatory uncertainty. 

I am sure all of us here talk to small business owners. I just 
talked to a whole group of folks in wastewater treatment who men- 
tioned specifically regulatory uncertainty from the EPA. 

So we are trying to do everything we can here to create regu- 
latory certainty so that the economy can recover. This is an area 
where I think we need to work together to find a solution. 

I want to know, is this happening elsewhere in other areas of the 
country where later decisions by the EPA or other regulatory agen- 
cies are coming in to dramatically increase the expected cost of the 
cleanup, thereby making the public-private partnership and the fi- 
nancing of that essentially unworkable? And now the military 
branch is out of the resources that they had expected to pay, the 
private industry is out of the resources that they expected to pay. 



119 


and, in many cases, we have an unusable plot of land that we have 
already put good money into. 

The question is, do we continue to throw good money after bad? 
Is this a prevalent problem across the country? What is the cost 
to taxpayers when these after-the-fact regulations come in, after 
agreements have been made? What can we do in Congress to com- 
bat this and how do we fix these particular situations? 

ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY 

Ms. Hammack. Well, let me answer that question. 

First of all, is it a prevalent problem? We probably have a hand- 
ful of these occurring right now where the regulatory rules have 
changed while we are in the process of cleanup. So we have a plan 
for a cleanup that is well under way. It is funded. It is planned. 
It is scheduled. And then there is a new set of regulations that are 
dropped in. And all of a sudden we have to go to a Plan B and com- 
pletely change. 

We are also having issues where regulatory agencies are revis- 
iting situations where environmental cleanup had been complete, 
had been closed out, and they want us to go backwards and revisit 
the problem. 

So the question is, how much of this reevaluation can you do? It 
would be great if when you started a project under one set of rules 
you were able to complete it under that same set of rules. I do not 
know if that is possible. And certainly from an environmental per- 
spective, I think we discover new things every day or find things 
in our environment that are causing health hazards or other prob- 
lems to the environment. I don’t know if there is a solution. 

What is the cost to taxpayers? That is hard to determine. There 
is a cost to taxpayers when you are operating in an uncertain regu- 
latory environment or the regulations change. We have gone in and 
followed the plan completely; the regulatory agencies have checked 
us every step along the way; and we get to the closing table, the 
closing desk, and they hand over a new set of regulations, which 
is essentially start over at the beginning. That is not good for the 
economy, that is not good for the taxpayer, and I question whether 
it is good for the environment at that point in time. 

With that, I will let Terry Yonkers comment. 

Mr. Yonkers. You read my mind. 

First of all, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has done 
some unbelievable and miraculous things and so have the State 
agencies that regulate air and water and hazardous waste. 

In my mind and building on what Katherine is talking about, 
there are a couple of things that have kind of gotten out of balance 
here. 

First of all, the processes that we follow are tremendously com- 
plex and elaborate, and they don’t necessarily lead you to a quick 
decision, and it is more of an art than it is a science. As Katherine 
is articulating, you may find out that you think you have got a site, 
a groundwater tetrachloroethylene (TCE) plume or something pret- 
ty well characterized, only to find that when you put in another 
well somewhere or somebody starts looking at the water that you 
are drinking that you have got TCE in the water. So you have to 
deal with it. So site characterization is also a problem. 
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But I think one of the things that we are seeing here — and it is 
going to have a fairly substantial impact, I think — are the changing 
of the standards. So, for example, the EPA right now is contem- 
plating a change in the TCE standard from five parts per billion 
to one part per billion. If that happens, there is going to be a sub- 
stantial cost growth in our environmental clean-up programs. 

Our guys, back of the napkin, looks like $2 or $3 billion. We have 
already spent $25 billion in our environmental cleanup program to 
date. So where it will go — and it is frustrating that, if we had a 
set of rules that we could count on and move towards that end 
point, we could get there faster with greater certainty. 

Mr. Yoder. Well, I certainly appreciate your comments. And I 
appreciate — it seems like the combined frustration many of us feel. 

Mr. Chairman, these are examples of our own — we deal often in 
our communities with complaints about regulatory agencies mak- 
ing it hard for our small businesses to create jobs. This is an exam- 
ple of one hand of the Federal Government driving up the cost of 
another area of the Federal Government which comes back to this 
committee that we have to pay for. 

So we have land around the country that could be put into a usa- 
ble format, put people to work, build houses, put on the tax rolls, 
growing the economy, that we have after-the-fact regulations com- 
ing in that essentially make it impossible for these folks to plan. 
They are partnered with private businesses to clean up the sites 
in an agreement that costs will be covered in a certain way, that 
now there is a whole new cost factor that nobody knew about when 
they went into the site. The site hasn’t changed. The regulations 
have changed. Or someone has come in later and said, hey, we 
should have brought this up. 

So, ultimately, this affects our national debt; it affects the ability 
for these folks to get their job done in a timely fashion; and it af- 
fects the economy because we can’t get these pieces of property 
back in a usable form. 

So I am frustrated. I think that this is something that ought to 
be of paramount importance for Congress to look at. It is just use- 
ful for me to know this is a common challenge and one that we 
need to get ahold of here in Congress. 

Ms. Hammack. I might want to add that we are in dialogue with 
the EPA, voicing our concerns very loudly. And, as a matter of fact, 
tomorrow I have several EPA regulators coming in and it is joint 
with the Air Force because we are seeing some of the same chal- 
lenges on particular environmental site. 

Mr. Yoder. Well, let’s work together to try to fix this. 

Ms. Hammack. Okay. Thank you. 

Mr. Yoder. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Culberson. That is really interesting. I was just double- 
checking with Sarah to find out if we could do anything in our bill 
specific to that facility, and we cannot because of the earmark ban. 
Something we have to fix. 

A public works project that — ^you have obviously identified a 
sound policy reason. There is a real problem here. With the EPA, 
like you said, the left hand doesn’t know what the right hand is 
doing. Another great example of why we have really got to fix this. 
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so we can do public works projects, transparent, no conflicts of in- 
terest, don’t increase spending. 

I am just on a tear this week because I am so upset about the 
Army Corps of Engineers, about what I have discovered with the 
Air Force and these incredible facilities. We have great opportuni- 
ties dropped in our lap, and we can’t make a policy decision to 
move things up on the list. We can’t help your deal in Kansas, ei- 
ther. So, hopefully, we will work on that together. 

Mr. Farr, my good friend from California. 

Mr. Farr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I have been on this committee longer than anybody, I think 12 
years now. I have been through this. Frankly, it is really difficult 
to change these regulations. A lot of them are Congress-driven. 

What I did was created what we call the smart team, where we 
got all the regulators in one room and they went out and looked 
at the site and there on the spot decided what was going to be 
done. So once you had that plan, it didn’t take a lot of meetings. 
And then you release that plan, and then you have got everybody 
saying essentially, if you do this, it is a green light, and we can 
give you the permits. And I think that is a faster way to get it done 
than trying to rewrite the regulations. But I think we need to keep 
pushing on it. 

Mr. Chairman, I know how much you and I love our daughters 
and appreciate them; and I would just like for you to know that 
this is National Women’s History Month. And today we see history 
in this committee. Never before has there been three women in 
such powerful positions, and I congratulate you and congratulate 
the President for making wise decisions in putting you in those po- 
sitions. 

Mr. Culberson. Of course, every smart man knows that women 
actually run the world anyway. 

Mr. Farr. Well, our daughters run our lives. 

Mr. Culberson. Isn’t that the truth. 

Mr. Farr. I would also note that every one of you have the word 
“environment” in your titles. Three of you have the word “energy.” 
We have had a lot of discussions here about the environment and 
energy. 

And I want to drill down. I think I have been through more 
BRAC issues than any Member of Congress, the biggest base ever 
closed, most issues of cleanup, every single thing you can imagine. 
We are not very far along, and that closure happened in 1993. 

The only probably good thing about it was that it trained our 
new Secretary of Defense, who was my predecessor, about base clo- 
sure. Because you will hear him talk about Fort Ord, and he hand- 
ed it off to me. 

I want to just say a couple of things. One, on the cleanup — and 
this is the testimony, and I am quoting Leon last week before the 
Budget Committee. Mr. Blumenauer was asking questions, and his 
response was, “Well, frankly, the only way to ultimately achieve 
savings when you do BRAC rounds is to be able to have the clean- 
up and do it expeditiously so communities can reuse the property 
and not be stuck with holding a property that can’t be reused.” 

The problem is, it is the last thing you want to do. That mission 
statement of what your responsibilities are does not talk about en- 
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vironmental cleanup. It talks about preparing warfighters and pro- 
viding lift and getting to theater and be trained. So what happens 
is, in the budget priorities, it is the last one. 

And I would like to compliment you. At least you got a little bit 
more money in this year for BRAG. 

But I am also a little bit worried by what I see and hear in this 
committee. It sounds like you are approaching this sequestration 
process by pre-doing BRAG. We will just take the FYDP list and 
we will implement it. 

I mean, first of all, we have to decide whether we are going to 
do BRAG, not you, not the Department. If we are going to do 
BRAG, then your responsibility is to make recommendations to the 
President as to what ought to be in the Gommission, as to what 
ought to be closed, realigned, or reinvested in. And it seems that 
you are delaying the FYDP list. 

I mean, I am very upset about that. Because, frankly, you know, 
you have delayed a barracks projects at the DLL You are not going 
to close the Defense Language Institute. It is just not going to hap- 
pen. I went there before and learned all the reasons why it 
shouldn’t happen, and that was before we even realized how impor- 
tant languages were. 

So I am concerned that you are administratively doing a pre- 
BRAG before Gongress has even gotten around to it, and I resent 
that. 

And I want to ask my friend. Dr. Robyn, I think you are one of 
the outstanding human beings in public service. You really spent 
a life committing to a really professional group. But I want to 
know, because you have the ability to do this, do you intend to re- 
evaluate the manner in which we use the BRAG process — the 
GOBRA model? Is that going to be used again? 

BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 

I mean, the problem with the GOBRA model, one, there is no 
transparency. It is totally subjective. It is just numbers. It can’t put 
any value. And that is what has happened in the past when the 
Gommission — for example, the Defense Language Institute, the 
suggestion that we just move it. And I guess the GOBRA model 
said, yeah, you are going to save money. 

But when you have found that none of the faculty would move, 
and you found that there was no capacity to taking it in — it wasn’t 
the water. It wasn’t the infrastructure. It was all these things that 
aren’t measured in the GOBRA model. And it seems to me that 
why we get into so much trouble in that process is because we re- 
align this damn procedure to just think that a computer can tell 
us the best judgment. 

Now perhaps there is merit in having some of that. But to using 
it so strongly and defending it I think is all wrong. So I want to 
know if you are going to continue to use that. In fact, I asked that 
last week in the hearing with Gomptroller Robert Hale, and he said 
to ask you when you got here. So I hope he told you you were going 
to be hit with this. 

Ms. Robyn. Let me respond first to your point about doing a pre- 
BRAG. 
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We are in a very constrained budget environment. We have to 
cut $259 billion over the FYDP. And if you look historically, 
MILCON drops disproportionately when there are cuts in the de- 
fense budget. 

We are taking cuts in force structure. We are reducing force 
structure. Given that, it makes sense to pause to look and see how 
those force-structure cuts are going to play out before we embark 
on a lot of new MILCON. 

Now force structure is the major reason we are asking for more 
BRAG rounds. There are going to be cuts, and we want to cut the 
tail as well as tooth.We are not holding back on MILCON waiting 
for BRAG. We are waiting to see how the force structure cuts play 
out. 

You probably know more about COBRA than I do. I think — it is 
a tool for comparing alternatives. The major criticism is that the 
number that it generates for what BRAG is going to cost is not a 
budget quality number, and people tend to treat it that way. It is 
merely a tool for comparing alternatives. 

I have been reading all the back GAO reports on BRAG, and they 
defend it. They say it is a reasonable approach, which is about as 
positive as GAO gets. 

Mr. Farr. My concern isn’t that you don’t use it as part of your 
tool in your BRAG decisions. I think it is too heavily relied on. Be- 
cause what you miss in that is all the — and they are. It is difficult 
to measure the quality of 

For example, you know, we have put together — because I have 
been through all this BRAG, of how to get smart — this Team Mon- 
terey. None of the services knew what the others were doing. These 
are all services in Monterey County. I am going to give you all a 
brochure. 

This is remarkable. I have seen more reform in that county. We 
had no idea that they were all there. We had no idea all the capac- 
ity they had. And when all of the heads of all the missions got a 
room, they couldn’t believe it. They said, you have it here next 
door? We have been trying to get access to that for years. We just 
did a whole changeover on the computer thing for DLL It would 
have cost millions of dollars. It was all in-house. We are just bor- 
rowing the talent that was 

And if you did this in every county in the United States 

Ms. Robyn. I have asked OEA to replicate that other places. It 
is a model. 

Mr. Farr. And what is happening now, it is now becoming a re- 
cruiting tool. So instead of just downsizing — I mean, a recruiting 
tool for the private sector. They are moving in and saying, my God, 
you have all these assets here. We want to be next to you. 

So I think you have to put this kind of a value into your assess- 
ment as to how we are going to close and where we are going to 
move people and 

Ms. Robyn. The key thing or the criteria — and those are set out 
in statute. Four of them have to do with military value, including 
the cost of operations. And four of them have to do with things 
other than military value. 

I think there is a tension between trying to make the process 
transparent and auditable, for which you want to use some sort of 
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a tool like COBRA. And then, on the other hand, you want to take 
into account a lot of things which don’t reduce well to numbers. So 
I think there is a tension there. 

But I think the key are the criteria, and we put forth the same 
criteria that Congress modified last year. You haven’t gotten the 
bill yet, but you will get it soon. And maybe that is something 
worth looking at. 

Mr. Farr. We will look forward to that. I am going to be working 
on it. 

I am going to ask two other questions, one about cleanup and one 
about energy. 


CLEANUP 

Having stated what you have heard in this room and what the 
Secretary said, it warrants that we put some more money into 
cleanup now. You can’t shortchange cleanup on the eve of asking 
Congress for another BRAC round. Because every one of us who 
have been shortchanged in cleanup are going to say, hell, no, don’t 
do another BRAC round. Make sure they spend money on it right. 

You are coming in — I don’t know what it was, $26 million more 
this year than last year. I mean, thank you for doing that, because 
it is the first time we have had an increase. But $26 million for — 
it is embarrassing. 

And you have communities like, you know. Fort Ord and 28,000 
acres that still has a significant amount of land to be cleaned up. 
It has cost $100 million to do it because we have waited so long. 
We had to go through all of these regulatory processes. But it is 
not cleaned. And that base was closed in 1993. So, 20 years later, 
we are not there yet. 

And that is the kind of message that I think I have heard from 
a lot of my other colleagues, where you had the smart team, where 
they got in there. Of course, the smart team didn’t do it, UXOs. It 
had to do with all the other kinds of cleanups. But if we put UXOs 
and all the other kind of cleanups together and figure out what the 
real cost is and start asking for that money, that is the way you 
are going to build some credibility for BRAC. But without it 

Ms. Robyn. I think that is a fair point. 

Mr. Farr. And I really want you to figure out how we can get 
some more money for that account. 

Sitting behind me is my staff, Rochelle Dornatt, and she is the 
world expert on unexploded ordnances. We even created a caucus 
here in Congress, and we are trying to make sure that we can do 
this in a modern way. 

ENVIRONMENTAL TECHNOLOGY 

Ms. Robyn. Congressman Farr, you weren’t here for my opening 
statement. But I did talk about our terrific new UXO technology 
which I think will allow us to save billions of dollars in UXO clean- 
up, which means we will be able to do UXO cleanup faster. 

Mr. Farr. Well, I have suggested to the Naval Postgraduate 
School — because we have such a big cleanup at Fort Ord, which is 
right next door, that they actually implement a course in UXO 
technology, in cleanup, because that is where they are trying it all 
out. It is amazing. 



125 


Ms. Robyn. That is a good idea. 

Well, the gentleman who runs the SERDP/ESTCP program, Dr. 
Jeff Marqusee, is at the Naval Postgraduate School this week talk- 
ing about some other stuff. But that is a good conversation to have. 

Mr. Farr. Well, they are looking at how to come up with an aca- 
demic curriculum that could warrant academic credits. 

Let me close with Katherine Hammack and a couple of issues. 

In discovering the assets in our district — we discovered. We knew 
about them. I knew about them, but they didn’t know about 
them — is two properties. One is Fort Hunter Liggett, which is now 
under the command of the Army Reserve. It is the largest Army 
Reserve installation in the United States. And next door to it is 
Camp Roberts under the command of the National Guard. Obvi- 
ously, these aren’t the first people you speak to. But that Camp 
Roberts is the largest west coast training facility. 

Between them, it is over 205,000 acres. I mean, if you look at 
military properties, training properties — that has got to rank right 
up there near the top. They are right next to each other. Now they 
are starting to talk to each other. 

And I have a couple of issues there. One is that — I think that 
Camp Roberts, which is probably the most forgotten base — and 
that is probably why we gave it to the National Guard. But 
SATCOM is right in the middle of it. And SATCOM is there be- 
cause that is a geophysical spot. You are not going to move that 
or close that. It is going to be there. To have secured communica- 
tions around the world, you are going to need that relay station. 
It is right in the middle of Camp Roberts. 

What we are doing is trying to improve Camp Roberts so it can 
serve the needs of SATCOM. Because there is no meals. There is 
nothing — these bases are both in the middle of nowhere. 

You have really used Fort Hunter Liggett Army Reserve as a test 
site for your new energy initiative, and I thank you for that. I 
think you ought to use Camp Roberts, which is right next door, as 
kind of just a skunkworks of energy savings. Because it is weather 
perfect for you. It is very accessible, even though — there is a free- 
way going right through it, even in the middle of nowhere. 

But I think if the Army and the Defense Department is really 
going to get into these savings — and Ms. McCollum stated it really 
well, about being the biggest cost to you is energy costs. In the Air 
Force, I know it is just huge. When the price of gasoline goes up, 
it is just outrageous. 

So, I mean, a 1 cent increase in aviation fuel is billions of dollars 
to United Airlines. I don’t know what it is to the Air Force, but you 
are bigger than United Airlines so it has got to be huge. 

We have got to find these — we ought to be the leader. Because, 
frankly, the military has the ability to do it, kind of your command 
system to make these decisions. If you do it, everybody else will fol- 
low. 

I used to be really critical of the Navy about being environ- 
mentally sensitive, ships and paint and all that, because of my 
keen interest in the ocean. And I always said, well, you know, the 
Navy ought to follow what the private sector does. We got into this, 
and the Navy was leading the private sector. All of t^he shipping 
industry was coming around saying, what are you doing? 
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You were the first ones to recycle, to make sure that your waters 
weren’t contaminated. You weren’t dumping spoils into the ocean 
and the nonfiling paint and all that other stuff. It is fantastic. 

So I think that on your energy areas you can be the leader, all 
of you, for it; and I am just suggesting there is a trial site. 

And the last thing on Fort Hunter Liggett, we are in a bind be- 
cause you, the Army, BRAC’d that property. And miraculously, sev- 
eral years later, just snuck back and unBRAC’d it, which I still 
haven’t figured out how you did that. 

But, in BRAC’ing it, there is a piece of property way outside the 
cantonment area. It is not used, but it is under your title. And on 
top of it is one of the most historic buildings in California, an old, 
old hotel that was used in the 1800s, and it is on the National Reg- 
ister of Historical Places. It is owned by the County of Monterey. 
You own one acre under that property, and it has taken us a dec- 
ade to figure out how to transfer that one acre to Monterey County 
who can put it to some economic use. 

Everything we want to do is fine with the command at Fort Hun- 
ter Liggett. Can you make this happen? It is just nuts. The amount 
of money they wanted to charge to do appraisals, to do economic — 
the value of land has got to be nothing, because you don’t own the 
building. And it is in the middle of nowhere, and it is not zoned 
for commercial. If it hadn’t been a historic property, it wouldn’t be 
there. So one acre. My God. Make it happen. 

LAND TRANSFER 

Ms. Hammack. And I know you met with the Reserves yesterday. 
My apologies I couldn’t attend. But it is something that we are 
looking at to see what we can do, and I think there are several op- 
tions on the table that we are investigating. But I will follow up 
with you on that. Because I agree with you, that it is something 
that we can make happen. We have just got to figure out what the 
restrictions are in transfer of land and the restrictions 

Mr. Farr. I have been through all of those. You have trans- 
ferred — Dr. Robyn knows at Fort Ord you transferred about 18,000 
acres without cost, free. Whole cities, whole communities without 
a cost. There is no reason you can’t transfer one acre of land that 
you don’t own the building on. 

Mr. Culberson. I want to stress, my good friend, you have got 
my full support on this. And I hope you will do more than just look 
into it. Get back to him. Because it just makes good sense. Each 
one of us knows our districts better than anybody else. It is a good 
suggestion. And, as with Mr. Moran, I want you to know Mr. Farr 
has my full support in this. 

Mr. Farr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Culberson. I hope you will do more than just look at it. Can 
you give him a little more assurance than just look at it? 

Ms. Hammack. I can tell him he has my full support to evaluate 
options and get back to him. 

Mr. Culberson. Let us know how I can help. Thank you very 
much. 

Mr. Farr. It is a good thing we have the control of your budget 
in our hands. 
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Mr. Culberson. That is an important thing to rememher as we 
deal with this. 

Mr. Nunnelee, thank you for your patience. I recognize my good 
friend from Mississippi. 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION COSTS ASSOCIATED WITH FORCE STRUCTURE 

CHANGES 

Mr. Nunnelee. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Yonkers, the Air Force released the 2013 force structure. Are 
you going to be releasing any data relating to military construction 
costs associated with force structure changes? 

Mr. Yonkers. Sir, we really don’t have that many in the budget. 
When we sort of noodled through all of this stuff, we looked at 
some of these things. There were some things that were early to 
need. For example, with the Joint Strike Fighter and with the KC- 
46 and you know those aircraft have slowed down a little bit. So 
we pushed some of those military construction projects out of the 
2013 into the 2014 and 2015. We canceled some of them like the 
C-27 that, when we made the announcement on force structure, we 
no longer needed the facility upgrades that we had planned. 

So, I mean, we could go through and let you know specifically, 
sir, what has changed, but there really hasn’t been too much 
change in the 2013 program with regards to that. 

Mr. Nunnelee. Well, what I am really looking for is an assur- 
ance that the Air Force, if you do make force structure movements 
and you are moving aircraft from one site to another, that you are 
going to take into account military construction projects at the re- 
ceiving site that may be required in order to complete the force 
structure change. 

Mr. Yonkers. We will, absolutely. And we know the sensitivity 
of not only this subcommittee but every other committee in terms 
of the cost of doing business. And so our paramount criteria, any- 
time we look at a new basing, cost is right up there next to military 
value and operations. 

Mr. Nunnelee. And I will just ask you to report back to this 
committee on that issue if it becomes an issue. 

Mr. Yonkers. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Nunnelee. That is all I have, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Culberson. Thank you, Mr. Nunnelee. 

I really appreciate you all taking the time to spend all this time 
with us here this afternoon. 

And I did have a specific question that really affects the Gulf 
Coast that I would like to ask you about, if I could. Secretary Yon- 
kers. I have got a little more clarification on the question that you 
and I discussed, the movement of the C-130s out of Fort Worth. 
I want to stress in the most emphatic terms possible that I am 
strongly opposed to that move. I want to make sure that the Air 
Force is not using any — because that is apparently under way. 

There is apparently, from the information I have got, a plan that 
those airplanes will be moved out of Fort Worth by October 1, 
2013, that we may see that in next year’s MILCON proposal. I just 
want to make sure that the Air Force is not going to use any 
money out of the 2012 MILCON appropriation bill to do anything. 
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either to enlarge hangars, either in Montana, or do anything to 
move those airplanes. 

Mr. Yonkers. Sir, right now, there was a wedge, put into the 
2013 program to look at what it might cost to move the C-130 Hs 
out of naval Air Station Joint Reserve Base Fort Worth Texas to 
Great Falls in Montana. Corollary to that are the MC-12s that 
would come to Fort Worth. That is a great mission, more aircraft. 

And, actually, as I talk to Lieutenant General Henry M. Wyatt 
III, who is the director of the Air Guard about this, based on our 
conversation recently, a mission set that had already existed there 
at NAS JRB Ft Worth. So the Air National Guard had RC-26s, 
which were another civilian platform 

Mr. Culberson. These are intelligence-gathering assets, elec- 
tronic, other types of intelligence-gathering aircraft? 

Mr. Yonkers. They are very similar to the MC-12s. Yes, sir. 

And they are support of Customs and Border Protection. That is 
a primary mission, as Customs and Border Protection asked for 
that assistance. But it is also a mission that supports deployed 
forces when we go to war, and that Intelligence Surveillance and 
Reconnaissance (ISR) platform is a critical asset. 

Mr. Culberson. Yes, sir. I understand. 

I want to stress in as strong as possible terms our strenuous op- 
position and my determination to make sure that we block the 
move of those planes. 

I want to submit for the record a letter from the Governor of Mis- 
sissippi, joining with the Governor of Texas, the Governor of Lou- 
isiana — I have never even seen letterhead like that before — the 
Governor of Alabama and the Governor of Florida, all unanimously 
asking the President and this Congress not to move the aircraft out 
of Fort Worth because of their essential role in disaster relief. 

[The information follows:] 



Marchs, 2012 


The Honorable Barack Obama 
President of the United States 
The White House 
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW 
Washington, D.C. 20500 

Dear President Obama: 

The USAF Force Structure Changes (Feb 2012) and its corresponding “Adjustments” proposal 
moves and retires many flying assets around the country. We are deeply concerned that this plan 
significantly impacts our states and the nation — it results in the loss of the 136*'' Airlift Wing’s 
eight C-I30s, located in Fort Worth, Texas, The 136’'’ Airlift Wing is one of the most proven 
and capable airlift organizations in the USAF and is vital to state and regional hurricane and 
other emergency responses. Losing the C-130s takes away a powerful airlift asset for saving the 
lives of Gulf Coast States citizens and removes this capability from the nation’s inventory for 
approximately two years as new facilities are built and crews are trained in another state, 

Texas and the Gulf Coast are under constant threat of hurricanes, wildfires and floods. These 
C-130s have answered the call to support Gulf Coast States to counter these threats at a 
moment’s notice. The Governor of Texas can mobilize and deploy these C-130s in a matter of 
hours either in Texas or at our request with a simple phone call through EMAC agreements. The 
same support from the federal government could take days. Since 2005 the Texas Air Guard 
C-130s have flown 423 storm response sorties in Texas, Louisiana and Mississippi, carrying 
3,143 passengers and delivering 939 tons of much-needed emergency supplies along the Gulf 
Coast, Immediately after Hurricane Katrina made landfall, these C-I30s were among the first 
into New Orleans with National Guardsmen and supplies, and taking out evacuees. Acting on 
the authority of an agreement between Texas and Louisiana, this unit single-handedly ran cargo 
operations at New Orleans Naval Air Station (first airport in operation after landfall) and helped 
open and run airlift operations in Gulfport, Mississippi, During hurricanes Ike and Gustav these 
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aircraft evacuated 800 hospital and nursing home patients prior to landfall, a successful “first” in 
the United States. 

Mr. President, it makes no sense to move the assets of a perfectly functioning and experienced 
unit that has supported us well to establish the exact same capability in a state with none of this 
experience or any ties to the states that traditionally require these assets for emergency response. 
The unnecessary cost to taxpayers in MILCON and additional training and operational 
requirements also seems to be a waste. We request you reconsider this move and leave the 
C-130s in the Texas Air National Guard so they can continue to provide outstanding support to 
our states and the nation. 


Sincerely, 



Rick Perry 
Governor 
State of Texas 



Governor 
State of Louisiana 



Phil Bryant 
Governor 

State of Mississippi 


A-/ 


Rick Scott 
Governor 
State of Florida 



Governor 
State of Alabama 
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EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE 

Mr. Culberson. We had a whole slew of hurricanes here over 
the last several years, and those C-130s were vital in flying sup- 
plies. You got hammered in Mississippi, in Gulfport; and these C- 
130s were vital in flying in food and supplies to people in Mis- 
sissippi, the people of Louisiana, Texas, and the Florida Panhandle 
and Alabama. 

We all suffer from — and for some reason this year, we just didn’t 
get hit as bad as we did before. So would you assure us that there 
is not going to be — none of the money. I want to make sure. And 
also Kay Granger is going to be taking care of it on the other end 
in her subcommittee. 

Mr. Yonkers. We will lock it down for you, sir. To my knowl- 
edge, there is nothing in the 2012 program. 

Mr. Culberson. And we want to make sure they are not moved. 
You will help us make sure of that so we don’t have to do it in our 
bill? 

Mr. Yonkers. Sir, if I could respond to your concern with re- 
gards to emergency assistance. There is an agreement amongst the 
Governors of almost every State called an EMAC. It is an Emer- 
gency Management Assistance Compact that allows that Governor 
to pull up any asset from any State that has a C-130 to provide 
support to a Governor of another State. It is a paperwork exercise 
that takes only a few days to consummate. 

There is also under the Defense National Authorization Act last 
year that you all had a hand in the same wherewithal to call up 
both Reserve and Active Duty assets. 

So when the question was asked whether or not we have enough 
C-130 lift or other kinds of assets to respond to natural disasters, 
the answer is, by all means, we do. 

Mr. Culberson. Where are those C-130s? 

Mr. Yonkers. There are some in Dyess, and there are some 
throughout. 

Mr. Culberson. Dyess is in Abilene? 

Mr. Yonkers. Dyess is in Abilene. We have C-130s in the Active 
Duty, in the Air Force Reserve, and the Air National Guard, all 
over the 50 States. 


CHARTER SCHOOLS 

Mr. Culberson. Well, I look forward to working with you to 
make sure we don’t move those aircraft. Thank you. 

And let me ask about a subject that is near and dear to my 
heart. I didn’t get a chance to ask — I did get to mention DoD 
schools and charter schools to you, Ms. Hammack, and you, Mr. 
Yonkers, when we met. But I really want you to please follow up. 
I know that the Air Force has one at Andrews, but you mentioned 
there were none in the Army, to your knowledge. 

The people of Fort Hood do a great job of supporting those men 
and women at Fort Hood. Great local schools there. Judge. I under- 
stand they really do a good job. That may not be true in other parts 
of the country. 

What can you do, Ms. Hammack, and also on behalf of the Navy 
can be done, what could this committee do to help encourage the 
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creation of charter schools as needed on bases around the country 
where enlisted personnel feel like they need them? 

SCHOOLS 

Ms. Pfannenstiel. I think we would ask that Dr. Robyn respond 
for the DoD. I think that it is something that goes across all serv- 
ices. 

Mr. Culberson. It really does. Thank you, ma’am. 

Ms. Robyn. I didn’t realize until we got together to prepare for 
this hearing that DoD had charter schools. Two of the Air Force 
charter schools are a product of housing privatization. So the hous- 
ing privatization partner I think worked to create them. 

I like that model myself. It really is a P&R decision, Personnel 
and Readiness, within the Office of the Secretary of Defense, rather 
than an installations issue. But I would like to take it up with 
them. 

Mr. Culberson. Thank you. 

I bring it up because I gather from everything that I have seen 
and heard that you already have the authority to do this, that 
where there is a State law authorizing charter schools and an 
interstate compact exists that would allow for the grades to be 
transferred — because, obviously, that is important with a mobile 
population of servicemen and women. You have already got the au- 
thority to do it. So I bring it to your attention to help, if I could, 
encourage you to do so. 

There are none on any Army base. I don’t know whether there 
is any on 

Ms. Pfannenstiel. We were actually looking at some — at least 
in one instance that I know of right now on a Navy installation. 
I don’t know of any others. 

Mr. Culberson. And if it weren’t for the one at Andrews, those 
men and women that are stationed there would really be in trou- 
ble. Because the local schools are just not really very good, and it 
is a real problem. And I am grateful for the Air Force having done 
it. 

Mr. Yonkers. We actually have four, sir, one of them at Vanden- 
berg. Little Rock, and Davis-Monthan Air Force Base, and Joint 
Base Andrews. And, as Dr. Robyn mentioned, two of those were at 
the generosity of the developers that are building our military fam- 
ily housing. And one of the reasons they are doing it is, if they keep 
quality schools and quality education right there on the installa- 
tion, they will have a high occupancy rate, and that is cash flow 
for them. 

So the thing that sort of occurs to me is that as we think through 
these other housing privatization deals that we are about ready to 
finalize, maybe there is another opportunity. 

But we are also finding that in some places that the school sys- 
tems are good enough and they are not something that our military 
members and families are particularly concerned about. So it is not 
a one-size-fits-all. 

Mr. Culberson. Well, I would particularly appreciate it. Dr. 
Robyn, if you would make this a priority. Obviously, it is important 
to all of us on this committee in the work that you do to ensure 
that the men and women in uniform have a high quality of life. 



133 


they have peace of mind, and they have to worry as little as pos- 
sible about their home life. 

There is nothing more important to any of us who have children 
than the quality of our kids’ education. And if you would please 
make this a priority, in addition to the charter schools, also the 
DoD schools, as needed. 

Certainly the committee has been very supportive. We have 
funded the request that you have sent to us for the improvement 
of DoD schools or simply to build new ones. It is a real problem. 
I know, for example, at Fort Bliss, they really have got a problem 
out there. 

Let me, if I could, ask a question, and we will submit most of 
these for the record. 


NATIONAL SECURITY 

But, for all of you, circling back to what I opened with, and it 
is a real source of concern for me that the requests that are being 
submitted at Chairman Young’s subcommittee and certainly to this 
subcommittee — I am just concerned — it may be a reflection more of 
what you think can be afforded rather than the mission require- 
ment that faces the Nation in terms of national security and what 
threat you see over the horizon and the threat right in front of us, 
particularly with what is going on in the Middle East and I think 
the imminent and very real possibility that the Israelis are going 
to have to take out the Iranian nuclear reactor. 

And I expect and hope — would expect the Commander in Chief 
to support the Israelis 110 percent if they have to do so. They are 
our best friend in the world, and they have an absolute right to de- 
fend themselves and to do so preemptively, as President Bush saw 
the need to. 

The Israelis really have a need to do so with the Iranians who 
have promised that they will use a weapon as soon as they get it, 
and they will use it on Tel Aviv. And that is going to trigger a 
whole string of events. So we have got a whole variety of threats. 

And I am just concerned, as Senator Levin was in his com- 
ments — as I said at the beginning that it is his impression, cer- 
tainly my impression, it is a concern of a lot of my colleagues that 
the budgets we are seeing, the draw-down in forces we are seeing — 

For example, there is no new MILCON that the Air Force is pro- 
posing. You know, we see a significant draw-down in the Army’s 
MILCON. Talk to us a little bit about, for example, specifically, as 
DoD has been asked by 0MB — and, obviously, we have got the deal 
with the sequestration. But the DoD has been asked to reduce the 
defense budget by about $450 billion over a 10-year period. And, 
as I mentioned, we have already seen a real trend of reducing sig- 
nificant MILCON budget reductions from the services. 

RISKS OF CUTS 

Where do you see the most risk? If I could ask each one of you 
to talk to us about the risks of cuts of that magnitude, of reduc- 
tions in your military construction requirements and reductions in 
facilities, sustainment, restoration, and maintenance? Where do 
each one of you see the risks associated with those draw-downs of 
that magnitude? 
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Mr. Farr. Mr. Chairman, just remember that we ordered these 
risks. We put them into statutory law. 

Mr. Culberson. Right. 

Mr. Farr. We didn’t order any specifics. We just ordered the 
cuts. 

Mr. Culberson. Right. With the sequestration in particular, 
right. All of us need to get our arms around the scale of the prob- 
lem that the sequestration creates for the Defense Department and 
what that does to our Nation’s security around the world. So that 
is why I wanted to ask you to talk to us a little bit about the risk 
associated with the $450 billion reduction over a 10-year period. 

SEQUESTRATION IMPACT 

Ms. Hammack. The budget that you have in front of you for fiscal 
year 2013 MILCON does not take into account sequestration. We 
would have to completely redo our fiscal year 2013 budgets if we 
were subject to sequestration. It would have a dramatic impact and 
subject us to dramatic risk to readiness and responsiveness if we 
had to take into account sequestration. 

Mr. Culberson. Help us understand what that risk looks like. 
That is why I am asking the question. 

What do you envision would happen in that scenario so we can 
help talk to our colleagues, our constituents in the Nation. Hey, we 
had better pay attention to the mandatory spending side, guys. 
Medicare, Medicaid, that is what is killing us. Social Security. We 
have got to obviously save money in the Pentagon. But cuts of this 
magnitude mean x. What does x look like? 

Ms. Hammack. We would have to significantly reduce our man- 
power in order to account for a budget under sequestration, and 
that would have a dramatic impact on the bases. 

Mr. Culberson. Could you quantify “significant” and “dramatic” 
to the best of your ability? 

Ms. Hammack. Right now. General Odierno said it would take 
another 100,000 soldiers out of the Army. That is what he envi- 
sions the risk would be. If we took another 100,000 soldiers out of 
the Army on top of the 80,000 that we are taking right now, that 
would require us to close bases, lay off civilians, and take dramatic 
cuts to MILCON, SRM, and any other budget that we have right 
now. 

Mr. Culberson. So another 100,000 beyond the 80,000. What 
kind of reductions does that mean to California, to Texas, to our 
colleagues around the country? How many bases? Is there any way 
to just 

Ms. Hammack. Sir, I would say everybody would equally feel the 
pain. 

Mr. Culberson. Do you know what that means at Fort Hood, 
Judge? 

Mr. Carter. I don’t think anybody has given a directed spot at 
your post right now. 

There is another issue on sequestration that I think these Secre- 
taries will agree. They have all got ongoing contracts, and there is 
going to have to be an 8 percent cut in every contract, which means 
every contract that is ongoing has got to be renegotiated. It is a 
nightmare at that level, because it is basically — ^you have got to re- 
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work everything you are doing in every one of these services. That, 
and coupled with, in the Army, which their biggest asset is sol- 
diers, 100,000 soldiers is a whole lot of folks. 

Mr. Culberson. This is very helpful. So about a 100,000 reduc- 
tion beyond the 80,000 for the Army. 

Any other way? Any other information? 

Ms. Hammack. That is what General Odierno projected and testi- 
fied in one of his posture hearings. I can’t even remember which 
one at this point in time. So those are not my numbers. 

If I were told that I had to account in installation budgets for a 
reduction of another 100,000, the only thing I can say at this point 
in time is that every installation would equally feel the pain. It 
would be another huge round of BRAG. 

SEQUESTRATION IMPACTS 

Mr. Culberson. Could I ask the Navy, what would that mean 
to the Navy, Marine Corps 

Ms. Pfannestiel. We have not done the strategic analysis that 
would be necessary. The budget that you have before you is based 
on our analysis of meeting our military mission at the level that 
we believe it needs to make. It has some risks, the fiscal year 2013 
budget has some risks, but largely they are in sustainment, not so 
much in the 

Mr. Culberson. Sure. 

Ms. Pfannestiel [continuing]. In the MILCON. I think will you 
see our MILCON from 2012 to 2013 was maintained pretty close 
to where it had been. If we had sequestration, clearly, there would 
have to be another examination, a strategic examination, of what 
makes sense. We have not done that examination at this point, and 
would not be able to project what that might look like. 

Mr. Culberson. I encourage you to do it as soon as possible. It 
is important for us as a part of this debate in helping to under- 
stand what the impact would be that we can talk to our constitu- 
ents and our colleagues to help understand the scale of the problem 
that creates for our national security. 

Ms. Pfannestiel. Absolutely. I believe that Secretary Panetta 
said starting this summer we would have to start doing the anal- 
ysis of what would happen with sequestration. 

Mr. Culberson. Thank you. 

Secretary Yonkers. 

Mr. Yonkers. Mr. Chairman, same situation with the Air Force. 
We haven’t put into paper yet and tried to look at what the im- 
pacts from the sequestration might be, but it is just sort of, again, 
back of the envelope. When you look at the 487 billion, and we are 
pulling 300 aircraft, and we are affecting every State and every ter- 
ritory with regards to personnel and force structure reductions, and 
the military construction program and the other kinds of things 
across the budget, another half a trillion dollars would at least dou- 
ble that impact, if not more. 

Mr. Culberson. It is important information for us to hear and 
see. 

Tell you what, let me go to my friend Judge Carter. 

Mr. Carter. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I have been in meetings, 
and while this has been just kind of give you a gut estimate, it is 
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frightening. The gut estimate they gave us was 100,000 soldiers 
from the Army, a full carrier group from the Navy, and Joint 
Strike Fighter from the Air Force. That is gone, the numbers. That 
doesn’t mean that is what they will get rid of; that means that is 
an example of what you — when I say a full carrier group, I don’t 
mean just a carrier, I mean all the ships that sail with the carrier. 
That is a whole bunch of them. Of course, the Joint Strike Fighter 
we have been trying to get in place for a long time, and we have 
already spent a ton of money getting it there, and we desperately 
need it. We are undergunned by all of our enemies. 

I am going to have to go back to some mundane stuff, but it is 
kind of important. I am going to have to spend my next Tuesday 
all day in Albuquerque, New Mexico, discussing with the regional 
director of Fish and Wildlife some issues that are going on in my 
county. 

And I think you are probably aware of this, but due to a settle- 
ment made by U.S. Fish and Wildlife with the WildEarth Guard- 
ians Group, we are required to determine whether 252 candidates 
for endangered species list are to be placed on that list. And the 
overwhelming majority of those 252 various species lie in the 
southern tier and the western tier of our country. 

The estimates that we got, that Florida would have about 28 can- 
didates; California and Washington — and that is Navy and Air 
Force — California and Washington would have — that is Air Force, 
Navy, and Army — would have 23 candidates; Texas, again, in all 
three — has all three services, would have 21; New Mexico would 
have 16. And many of these things are rolling off the drawing 
board fairly rapidly. 

And the first, I guess, the question is, I am sure you are aware 
of this, but it has been our experience at Fort Hood that one spe- 
cies shut down all of the training ranges at Fort Hood, and we had 
to negotiate a set-aside, which we commend the fish folks for being 
willing to do it. We did some creative thinking. We set up a con- 
servatory area to preserve this species, and we were able to start 
firing at our firing ranges. But if you are an armored post, and you 
can’t shoot your weapons, you are not a very effectively trained 
post. And I understand that some of the amphibious work in Cali- 
fornia was shut down for the Navy and Marine Corps because of 
species on the coast. 

We have got this all coming our way. First, I guess the ques- 
tion — and really, I would address it to Dr. Robyn because she is 
DoD, but all of you are going to have this issue — are we prepared 
to make — to be able to protect realistic training as we deal with 
this? Are DoD and the services prepared to get involved, because 
this is really a fast-track situation? 

The other question that I guess is have you come up — there is 
the Sikes Act, and it is set up to assist us in dealing with this. Is 
it sufficient, in your analysis, to deal with these issues? Two hun- 
dred fifty-two species coming at you one at a time can be extremely 
expensive and extremely onerous in time and talent. In Sikes is 
there enough help there? Do we need to try to get you more help 
in dealing with this issue, because I am very concerned about these 
things that are coming down rapidly. 



137 


THREATENED ENDANGERED SPECIES 

Ms. Robyn. Thank you for your support. 

To put this in perspective, we do have on our installations rough- 
ly 440 threatened endangered species, and of those, 40 are found 
only on military installations. Our installations have become a 
haven as population has developed up around installations that 
were at one time fairly isolated. They have taken refuge. So it is 
something we manage very, very carefully and aggressively, and 
the Sikes Act and our integrated natural resources management 
plans are key to that. 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has to evaluate these 251 can- 
didate species by 2017. Of them, 60 are sufficiently prevalent that 
if they were listed, it would have some impact on our mission. So 
60 of the 251 could create an issue. 

Mr. Culberson. If I could, would the gentleman yield for just a 
second? 

Mr. Carter. Certainly, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Culberson. Do you have a voice in the settlement? Since 60 
of those species go on a list will have an impact on your mission, 
do you have a voice? 

Ms. Robyn. Well, no. 

Mr. Culberson. Do you object to the settlement? 

Ms. Robyn. Well, by law, under the Endangered Species Act, we 
work very closely with U.S. Fish and Wildlife. We have a partner- 
ship which we doubled down on to share data and scientific data, 
and to discuss what kinds of natural resource management actions 
we can take. We have told the services to be managing very aggres- 
sively using these plans that the Sikes Act makes possible. We are 
not panicking at this stage. 

I think I liked your question about are there ways that we can 
amend the Sikes Act, and I had two suggestions for my staff, and 
I am not sure I can do them justice. One has to do with being able 
to pool resources with the Department of Agriculture and the De- 
partment of Interior when our land is adjacent to their land. For 
example, at Fort Belvoir and the Prince William Forest, and we are 
both managing the bald eagle. If we could join forces, we could 
more effectively manage threatened and endangered species. 

Mr. Culberson. Could you object to an settlement like that. 
Judge? Normal you can 

Mr. Carter. Well, no. It is a very unusual act. At least this is 
what I have been told, and I have been working on this for High- 
way 195 for 3 years; got the money, and everybody is ready to go 
except for one cave beetle. And I am having to buy caves. And if 
you own a cave, hold on to it. It is worth at least a million dollars, 
because I bought three now, and I need to buy one more; $4 million 
we are going to spend for a cave beetle. 

But this is more important. It is a catch-22 to this extent. Once 
the court has declared a scientific study shall be made, there is a 
year to make that study. They can delay ordering the study, but 
once it is ordered, you have got a year. There are 252 of them, and 
they have all got to be done by 2016. Add it up. That is a whole 
lot of scientific studies. We have got three salamanders. That is 
three studies we have to do just in one county. And we are coming 
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right back with two or three species of Sweetwater clam, or some- 
thing like that. There are six studies out of two counties in the 
State of Texas that have to be — that could potentially have to be 
done before 2016. 

That is not very long until 2016, and the consequence is if the 
study is not done, the court calls the court to order and says, may 
I see the study, please? I am sorry. Your Honor, the study is not 
done. It is placed on the Endangered Species Act on this. It is your 
burden to have the study done, and fish can’t do them, and they 
will tell you they can’t do them. 

In protecting our training mission on all of our posts and bases 
that we have got in the country, you have got to stay on top of that 
catch-22. If they don’t do the study, you have either got to have one 
to present to defend your side, and that will cost you about a mil- 
lion bucks apiece, but they won’t let — contract out those studies. 

THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES 

I already asked that question, will you contract with a private in- 
dustry to do the study because you can’t do it, you tell me you don’t 
have the resources, and, no, we won’t. Because at the point in time 
when it reaches that judge, if they don’t have a study, it goes on 
the list. And that is what you better be looking at. 

I mean, if I am wrong, I would be glad to hear I am wrong, but 
I don’t think I am. And that really needs to be fixed in the act, but 
that is a whole different story. But this is serious stuff. 

Ms. Robyn. Yes, I agree. 

Mr. Carter. It will shut down the entire western half of two 
counties in my district, which are the two fastest-growing counties 
in the United States. And they will stop growing. Actually, it is 
salamanders, three salamanders. 

Ms. Robyn. I will follow up with them with a more thorough an- 
swer on what we are doing in terms of those studies. 

Mr. Carter. And you have done wonderful work. Four years ago 
with the golden-cheeked warbler, you guys came in there, you put 
together a conservation plan. Our comptroller is a big assistance of 
that in Texas. She has got a lot of trustworthiness. People trust 
her, and she is doing a great job. But I am afraid, like you say, 
252 by 2016, that could very quickly become overwhelming. 

Mr. Culberson. Yeah, and it does seem like you can work out 
some reasonable mitigation. 

Mr. Carter. We should be able to compromise this. 

Mr. Culberson. Right. 

Judge, I still don’t understand how parties can enter into a set- 
tlement agreement and affect the rights and 

Mr. Carter. Read the Endangered Species Act. 

Mr. Culberson. Even though you are not a party 

Ms. Robyn. What we have been able to do is in many cases, most 
cases is, avoid what is called critical habitat designation. If they 
designate Fort Hood or Belvoir a critical habitat for a threatened 
or endangered species, that severely limits our flexibility to do 
training and other operational activities. We are able to avoid that 
in many, if not most, cases through this integrated natural re- 
sources management plan. 
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Mr. Culberson. I know we need to wrap up. I know Sam needs 
to step out, too. 

Sam, do you have any follow-up questions you want to do before 
you need to leave, my friend? 

Mr. Farr. Just one suggestion. If you really want to do some sav- 
ings, this interagency agreements, I mean, base op agreements 
with the local communities, if you would ask the Congress for the 
authority to do that. 

Ms. Robyn. Will we get the authority? 

Mr. Farr. Well, I think it is very important that you seek it, and 
seek it with passion, because I don’t know how many bases you 
could do, but, you know, you have saved just little old Monterey 
with the defense languages and naval postgraduate school a sav- 
ings of millions and millions of dollars. And I think if you project 
that with all of the services all over the United States, it is a smart 
thing to do. 

Ms. Robyn. It is a wonderful model. There are some impedi- 
ments to doing it elsewhere, and I would love to hear your 
thoughts on what is the best way to go about getting that author- 
ity. We would like to get it at a minimum on a pilot, renew the 
pilot authority. I am working with the Air Force and Army on this. 
I think Army has been very supportive, as you know, of this. We 
would like to get that authority more broadly. 

Mr. Farr. Do you have the ability to give us all of the bases that 
would be subject; if you had open authority, who might want to en- 
gage in it? At least I can talk to the Members of Congress from 
those communities. 

Ms. Robyn. All right. Good. 

Mr. Farr. As you know, it is a big educational process. Essen- 
tially what this does is allow your municipal government to provide 
all of the base operations. They contract with the city, who already 
has a fire department, public works department. 

Mr. Culberson. Right. Utilities. 

Mr. Farr. You know, parks department. So whatever the base 
needs, we have a Federal — I mean, the union pushback, but those 
are usually union jobs in the States. 

Ms. Robyn. Right. 

Mr. Farr. But if the communities are already doing these serv- 
ices, and they can provide them at the base for a little additional 
cost, not as expensive as having our own operations. 

Mr. Culberson. Plus the local government has got a revenue 
stream, Sam, that they can use, the property taxes, because — they 
may have property taxes. 

Mr. Farr. Yeah. So it has worked very well for Monterey and the 
facilities there. In fact, they all get better attention. Things get 
fixed faster. It is just a very happy relationship. 

Mr. Culberson. I want to thank you all so much for being here. 
Submit the remainder of the questions for the record in writing to 
the working group. 

We want to make sure that members in the uniform have as few 
worries as possible when it comes to their safety, security, and the 
quality of life for themselves and their families. 

Thank you for your service to the Nation, and the hearing is ad- 
journed. 
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[Questions for the Record submitted by Chairman Culberson for the Deputy Under Secretary of 
Defense Dorothy Robyn follows:] 


Question 1: I understand that the Department is under incredible pressure to reduce costs. My 
state is a leader in the processing and availability of construction materials, which are recognized by 
several green building rating standards. I will also note that some rating standards (e.g. National 
Green Building Standard and Green Globes) equally recognize construction materials certified 
under the Sustainable Forestry Initiative, Forest Stewardship Council, American Tree Farm System, 
and Program for the Endorsement of Forest Certification systems. Their recognition helps promote 
sustainable forestry, protects jobs and keeps costs low. Do you have a plan to ensure that RFPs for 
future construction projects explicitly allow forestry certification standards to equally compete? 

Answer: Department of Defense policy requires that all new construction projects, at a minimum, 
meet the Silver level of the U.S, Green Building Council's Leadership in Energy and 
Environmental Design (LEED®) green building rating system or equivalent. While the LEED® 
rating system does not recognize all forest product certifications, the use of certified forest 
products is not required for a project to attain LEED® Silver certification. 

The Department of Defense embraces sustainable building practices inasmuch as they reduce the 
total cost of ownership of DoD facilities and enhance the resiliency of our installations. To that end, 
the Department is currently drafting a new DoD-specific set of criteria for high-performance 
buildings that will apply to new buildings, major renovations, and leases. The new criteria are 
anticipated to be based on American Society of Pleating Refrigeration and Air Conditioning 
Engineers (ASHRAE) 189.1, which treats all sustainable forestry standards equally 
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[Questions for the Record submitted by Chairman Culberson for the Deputy Under Secretary of 
Defense Dorothy Robyn follows:] 


Question 2: Is DoD (OSD I&E) willing to use existing UPC contract authority to include 
renewable and cyber secure microgrid deployment even though current contracts are silent on 
renewables and microgrids? If clarity is required, can the Department issue guidance with the 
regard to the inclusion - or exclusion - of renewable and cyber secure microgrid systems within the 
statutory definition of "utility system", as presently defined? 

Answer: The DoD does desire to pursue appropriate renewable or microgrid projects using its 
procurement authorities. However, the statute authorizing utility privatization, 10 U.S.C. 2688, is 
not the appropriate authority to pursue them. Section 2688 is not a procurement statute; it is a 
property disposal statute. It authorizes the disposal of certain real and personal property, namely a 
utility system, to a non-Federal entity. It does not authorize the acquisition of utility services. It 
does provide that a contract for utility services that is related to the privatization action may, under 
appropriate circumstances, extend for up to 50 years. Consequently, since section 2688 is not a 
procurement statute, any acquisition of utility services must take place under the normal 
procurement processes established by our procurement laws, with the proviso of allowing a longer 
than normal contract term. 

Renewable or microgrid projects may be included as part of a utility services contract if they are 
properly justified as meeting the Government's requirements for the utility service at a particular 
installation. Developing the Government's requirements is a fundamental part of the procurement 
process. To the extent that our procurement processes allow us to seek renewable energy sources or 
microgrid deployment as part of the contract action, such requirements would be allowed. But they 
would be allowed, if at all, pursuant to our standard contracting processes, not pursuant to section 
2688. 
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[Questions for the Record submitted by Chairman Culberson for the Deputy Under Secretary of 
Defense Dorothy Robyn follows:] 


Question 3: Does the Department have a plan to use cyber secure microgrids to meet today's cyber 
threats, and if so, what is your plan to deploy this technology on military bases? How will energy 
cyber security be incorporated into the DoD overall cyber security plans and programs? 

Answer: The Department is pursuing use of microgrid technology, combined with on-site energy 
generation, to improve the energy security of its fixed installations. Our installations rely almost 
completely on the U.S, electric grid for power. Since the grid is vulnerable to cyber threats, use of 
microgrids must be cyber secure to provide reliable backup in the face of a cyber threat. The 
Department will use existing standards, such as those developed by the National Institute of 
Standards and Technology (NIST) and DoD Information Assurance Certification and Accreditation 
Process (DIACAP), to ensure its microgrids are protected from everything that can prevent critical 
applications from satisfying their intended requirements, including insider and outsider misuse, 
malware and other system subversions, software flaws, hardware malfunctions, human failures, 
physical damage, and environmental disruptions. The application of existing recognized approaches 
to DoD microgrids, such as NIST’s Guidelines for Smart Grid Cyber Security, will ensure that the 
Department is able to meet today's cyber threat challenges. These approaches are being used in the 
DoD's Environmental Security Test and Certification Program's microgrid demonstration projects. 

The Department is also testing the adequacy of these standards for cyber security in the Smart 
Power Infi-astructure Demonstration for Energy Reliability and Security (SPIDERS) program. This 
effort is investigating cyber protection of industrial control systems and integration of distributed 
generation with renewable energy sources, including conducting exercises to test performance 
against cyber threats. SPIDERS will provide a replicable cyber security template when employing 
microgrids at DoD installations. 
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[Questions for the Record submitted by Congressman Bishop for the Deputy Under Secretary of 
Defense Dorothy Robyn follows:] 

BRAC 

Question 1: Dr. Robyn, the FY 2013 budget request calls for two new rounds of BRAC, Is the 
budget driving these rounds or the drawdown of forces? 

Answer: The Department is requesting two new rounds of BRAC to address both fiscal and 
strategic imperatives. After a decade of war the United States is at a strategic turning point. With 
changes in strategy come changes — in this case reductions — in force structure Simply stated, the 
cuts in force structure that we are implementing must be accompanied by cuts in supporting 
infrastructure, including military bases. Absent a process for closing and realigning bases, the 
Department will be locked in a status quo configuration that does not match its evolving force 
structure, doctrine and technology. Given the high cost of our infrastructure, moreover, if we retain 
bases that we do not need, we will be forced to cut spending on forces, training and modernization. 
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[Questions for the Record submitted by Congressman Bishop for the Deputy Under Secretary of 
Defense Dorothy Robyn follows:] 

» BRAC 

Question 2: Dr. Robyn, we literally just finished the 2005 BRAC last September and we invested 
a lot of money into our military's infrastructure over the past few years. Is there any concern that 
this is too early to do another BRAC round? 

Answer: No. The 2005 BRAC round occurred 10 years after the 1995 round and the 2013 round 
the Department is requesting would occur 8 years after the 2005 round - so the timing is 
comparable. Asking for a 2013 round in 2012 is aggressive; but given the magnitude of the cuts we 
are making in force structure means we simply cannot wait. Leading U.S. corporations have 
retained their vitality and market position by being able to adapt quickly to changed circumstances, 
and the U.S. military is no different. 

With this aggressive timeline in mind, we’ve started the initial preparatory work regarding internal 
governance for a BRAC process — inventorying our property and evaluating the extent to which we 
need to update our analytical tools. These efforts will enable us to proceed expeditiously if Congress 
authorizes BRAC. 
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[Questions for the Record submitted by Congressman Bishop for the Deputy Under Secretary of 
Defense Dorothy Robyn follows:] 

BRAC 

Question 3: Dr. Robyn, if we have to do another round of BRAC shouldn't we start overseas first? 

Answer: I would agree that both should be examined, and the Department has already begun the 
process of reviewing its overseas bases, particularly in Europe. This does not require a BRAC 
authorization. In my view it makes sense to look at our domestic and overseas bases at the same 
time so that the two reviews can inform one another. 

We have already made significant reductions in our European footprint. Since 2003, the 
Department has returned more than 100 sites in Europe to their respective host nations, and we 
have reduced our personnel by one-third. Between FY12 and FY15 the Army alone will close 23 
additional sites as previously announced. 

With the recently announced force structure changes in Europe, we can do more to consolidate our 
infrastructure with the goal of reducing long-term costs while still supporting our operational 
requirements and strategic commitments. First, we can reduce the number of discrete installation 
sites we maintain in Europe. We have more than 300 such sites — ranging from small 
communications posts to robust Main Operating Bases — of which about 200 house most of our 
activities. Second, we can eliminate excess support infrastructure such as warehouses, 
administrative space and housing. The infrastructure located off-base presents a particularly 
attractive target for consolidation Third, we can take advantage of the capacity made excess by 
force structure changes to accommodate new functions. 

My office has undertaken the first step in this process: we are working with the EUCOM theater 
commander, his component commanders and Service leadership here in Washington to measure the 
capacity of all of our European installations. This inventory will allow us to analyze how much 
capacity can be shed and where. With the goal of long-term cost reduction, we will assess the costs 
and savings of each proposed action and identify those with the highest payback. We anticipate 
having preliminary options for the Secretary to review by the Fall. 
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[Questions for the Record submitted by Congressman Bishop for the Deputy Under Secretary of 
Defense Dorothy Robyn follows:] 

BRAC 

Question 4: Dr. Robyn, prior to the BRAC 2005 round, former Secretary of Defense Rumsfeld 
estimated that the Department was maintaining 20 to 25 percent more base infrastructure than 
needed. Can the DOD quantify the infrastructure reduction achieved through the BRAC 2005 
program? For Follow Up- What type of reductions and savings are you looking to achieve in these 
new rounds of BRAC? 

Answer: The 2005 BRAC round focused principally on reconfiguring capacity to maximize war 
fighting capability and efficiency as opposed to eliminating excess capacity. Because BRAC 2005 
eliminated only about three percent of the Department's capacity, we believe we have significant 
excess capacity today but have not done the analysis to determine what type of reductions and 
savings that will be achieved if a future round is authorized. 
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[Questions for the Record submitted by Congressman Bishop for the Deputy Under Secretary of 
Defense Dorothy Robyn follows:] 

BRAC 

Question 5: Another issue I find troubling regarding the proposed BRAC is that we just finished 
investing substantial resources in the Army and Marine Corps for facilities related to end strength 
growth. In fact, we were funded some Grow the Army projects in FY 20 1 2, My questions are when 
did the Department realize the need for BRAC and are the FY 2012 "Grow the Force" projects still 
needed? 

Answer: Strategic changes and the congressionally imposed Budget Control Act calling for a 
nearly $500B cut were the impetus. I would note that Secretary Rumsfeld, in transmitting his 
recommendations to the 2005 Commission, stated that "because the dynamism of the current 
environment will continue to require the Department to optimize its resources, we recommend that a 
BRAC review be conducted every five to ten years." 

The grow the force projects that exist in the FY 12 budget will provide DoD facilities (training 
complexes, tactical vehicle maintenance shops, barracks, etc.) that it still requires for its soldiers 
and Marines some of which are in temporary facilities. Moreover, the drawdown will occur over a 
few years and the locations affected are not known at this time. 



148 


[Questions for the Record submitted by Congressman Bishop for the Deputy Under Secretary of 
Defense Dorothy Robyn follows:] 

BRAC 

Question 6; One last BRAC question why did DOD propose a BRAC for 201 5 on top of the 
BRAC proposed for 2013? 

Answer: Holding two BRAC rounds is preferable to holding just one because it allows us to 
spread the analytic effort, the upfront funding burden, and the turmoil of implementation across a 
longer period of time. 
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[Questions for the Record submitted by Congressman Bishop for the Deputy Under Secretary of 
Defense Dorothy Robyn follows:] 

General Budget 

Question 7: Dr, Robyn, the fiscal year 2013 President's budget submission contains approximately 
$60 billion in savings across the future year defense program. Can you provide me with some 
examples of what was done on the Milcon side for savings? 

Answer: Components have reduced their level of MILCON investment by deferring lower-priority 
projects, and by garnishing bid savings on existing projects to apply to new projects in lieu of 
requesting additional funding. While we recogni 2 e the limitations of this approach in the long term, 
it offers the significant near-term benefit of meeting new MILCON requirements using available 
resources. 
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[Questions for the Record submitted by Congressman Bishop for the Deputy Under Secretary of 
Defense Dorothy Robyn follows:] 

General Budget 

Question 8: On the Milcon side, are there any new policies or procedures have been put in place 
to ensure the Department is being a "good steward" of taxpayer dollars? 

Answer: Although not new, our October 2010 policy for sustainable buildings is still 
fundamentally sound It prescribes the use of a green building rating system for new buildings to 
achieve definite energy and water savings, as well as to satisfy the Federal guiding principles. The 
Department is now taking this policy a step further by developing a set of specific engineering 
requirements for high-performance buildings that will further improve energy efficiency and reduce 
life-cycle costs. 
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[Questions for the Record submitted by Congressman Bishop for the Assistant Secretary of the 
Air Force Terry A, Yonkers follows:] 

General Budget 

Question 9: Secretary Yonkers, in your testimony you acknowledge that the Air Force is taking a 
risk in its FY 2013 program. Can you explain to the Committee the risks and the rationale for this 
pause in construction? 

Answer: The FY 2013 military construction deliberate pause is due to fiscal pressure and 
recognition of the changing military strategy and force structure changes. The pause ensures 
critical requirements are met, while preventing unnecessary investment or early-to-need new- 
mission construction as we adjust our force structure. However, it does create near-term risk for 
current-mission facilities since we are deferring recapitalization. We anticipate returning to 
historical military construction funding levels in FY 2014, 
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[Questions for the Record submitted by Congressman Bishop for the Assistant Secretary of the 
Air Force Terry A. Yonkers follows:] 

General Budget 

Question 10: Secretary Yonkers, the Air Force is retiring 200 aircraft and nearly 300 aircraft over 
the FYDP and in March personnel reductions will be announced. Because of these reductions in 
aircraft and personnel coupled with excess infrastructure can we expect the Air Force milcon to 
slow for the foreseeable future? 

Answer: No, we anticipate returning to historical military construction funding levels in FY 2014, 
The FY 2013 military construction deliberate pause is due to fiscal pressure and recognition of the 
changing military strategy and force structure changes. The pause ensures critical requirements are 
met, while preventing unnecessary investment or early-to-need new- mission construction as we 
adjust our force structure. 
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[Questions for the Record submitted by Congressman Bishop for the Assistant Secretary of the 
Air Force Terry A, Yonkers follows:] 

BRAC 

Question 11' Changing subjects, Secretary Yonkers, in your testimony you say that BRAC 2005 
fell short of the Air Force goal to reduce overhead and operational costs by reducing excess 
installation capacity. Can you explain how this happened? 

Answer: The 2005 Base Realignment and Closure Commission did not approve all of the 
Secretary of Defense's Air Force base closure recommendations. While the Department 
recommended closure of Cannon Air Force Base, New Mexico, and Ellsworth Air Force Base, 
South Dakota, the BRAC Commission disallowed both. This decision drastically reduced the 
amount of physical infrastructure the Air Force was able to divest under BRAC 2005. 
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[Questions for the Record submitted by Congressman Bishop for the Assistant Secretary of the 
Air Force Terry A. Yonkers follows:] 

BRAC 

Question 12: Has the Air Force done an analysis on its infrastructure assets to determine 
where the excess infrastructure located and what could be eliminated? 

Answer: The Air Force last conducted a comprehensive capacity analysis in 2004 and has no 
figure for its current excess infrastructure. Comprehensive capacity analysis will be conducted 
as required in the event Congress authorizes additional rounds of BRAC. 
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[Questions for the Record submitted by Congressman Bishop for the Assistant Secretary of the 
Air Force Terry A. Yonkers follows:] 


BRAC 

Question 13: Secretary Yonkers, can you give the Committee an idea of how much it cost to 
maintain this excess infrastructure? 

Answer; Air Force bases come in many different shapes and sizes with different missions and 
numbers of people so we cannot calculate a "typical" cost to operate a base. 

The Air Force has not identified specific excess infrastructure. In the event additional BRAC 
rounds are authorized, the required BRAC analysis will be accomplished to identify potential 
opportunities to reduce our overall cost to operate installations. That analysis will be performed for 
specific installations and would address the sustainment and recapitalization of the physical plant, 
operating costs and the payroll of the direct and indirect manpower associated with the facilities. 
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[Questions for the Record submitted by Congressman Carter for the Deputy Under Secretary of 
Defense Dorothy Robyn follows:] 

Question 1: Is DOD (OSD I&E) willing to Use existing UPC contract authority to include 
renewable and cyber secure microgrid deployment even though current contracts are silent on 
renewables and microgrids? If clarity is required, can the Department issue guidance with the 
regard to the inclusion - or exclusion - of renewable and cyber secure microgrid systems within the 
statutory definition of "utility system", as presently defined? 

Answer: The DoD does desire to pursue appropriate renewable or microgrid projects using its 
procurement authorities. However, the statute authorizing utility privatization, 10 U.S.C. 2688, is not 
the appropriate authority to pursue them. Section 2688 is not a procurement statute; it is a property 
disposal statute. It authorizes the disposal of certain real and personal property, namely a utility 
system, to a non-Federal entity. It does not authorize the acquisition of utility services. It does 
provide that a contract for utility services that is related to the privatization action may, under 
appropriate circumstances, extend for up to 50 years. Consequently, since section 2688 is not a 
procurement statute, any acquisition of utility services must take place under the normal 
procurement processes established by our procurement laws, with the proviso of allowing a longer 
than normal contract term. 

Renewable or microgrid projects may be included as part of a utility services contract if they are 
properly justified as meeting the Government's requirements for the utility service at a particular 
installation. Developing the Government's requirements is a fundamental part of the procurement 
process. To the extent that our procurement processes allow us to seek renewable energy sources or 
microgrid deployment as part of the contract action, such requirements would be allowed. But they 
would be allowed, if at all, pursuant to our standard contracting processes, not pursuant to section 
2688. 



157 


[Questions for the Record submitted by Congressman Carter for the Deputy Under Secretary of 
Defense Dorothy Robyn follows:] 

Question 2: Congress strongly encourages the use of 2922A authority to execute long term 
contracts, for renewable energy generation and cyber secure microgrid project development on 
domesticriniiitary installations. Do you believe particular barriers to using this contracting vehicle 
for 30 years exist? What are those impediments? 

Answer: To date, the Department has not run into any significant barriers to using the 10 U.S.C. § 
2922a authority. The Services have a combined goal to develop approximately 3 gigawatts (GW) 
of lenewahle energy by 2025. A large portion of this goal will be financed through the use of 
existing authorities, including section 2922a. Since February 201 1, the Office of the Secretary of 
Defense has approved over $153 million in projects using the section 2922a authority. These 
projects will generate more than 62,000 megawatt hours of electricity per year. The Services expect 
to extensively use the section 2922a authority over the next 5 fiscal years to develop multiple large 
scale renewable energy projects. 
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[Questions for the Record submitted by Congressman Carter for the Deputy Under Secretary of 
Defense Dorothy Robyn follows:] 

Question 3: Does the Department have a plan to use cyber secure microgrids to meet today's cyber 
threats, and if so, what is your plan to deploy this technology on military bases? How will energy 
cyber security be incorporated into the DoD overall cyber security plans and programs? 

Answer: The Department is pursuing use of microgrid technology, combined with on-site energy 
generation, to improve the energy security of its fixed installations. Our installations rely almost 
completely on the U.S. electric grid for power. Since the grid is vulnerable to cyber threats, use of 
microgrids must be cyber secure to provide reliable backup in the face of a cyber threat. The 
Department will use existing standards, such as those developed by the National Institute of 
Standards and Technology (NIST) and DoD Information Assurance Certification and Accreditation 
Process (DIACAP), to ensure its microgrids are protected from everything that can prevent critical 
applications from satisfying their intended requirements, including insider and outsider misuse, 
malware and other system subversions, software flaws, hardware malfunctions, human failures, 
physical damage, and environmental disruptions. The application of existing recognized 
approaches to DoD microgrids, such as NIST' s Guidelines for Smart Grid Cyber Security, will 
ensure that the Department is able to meet today's cyber threat challenges. These approaches are 
being used in the DoD's Environmental Security Test and Certification Program's microgrid 
demonstration projects. 

The Department is also testing the adequacy of these standards for cyber security in the Smart 
Power Infi'astructure Demonstration for Energy Reliability and Security (SPIDERS) program. This 
effort is investigating cyber protection of industrial control systems and integration of distributed 
generation with renewable energy sources, including conducting exercises to test performance 
against cyber threats. SPIDERS will provide a replicable cyber security template when employing 
microgrids at DoD installations. 
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[Questions for the Record submitted by Congressman Carter for the Deputy Under Secretary of 
Defense Dorothy Robyn follows:] 

Question 4: The President directed the federal agencies to maximize the use of Energy Savings 
Performance Contracts (ESPC). However, it is apparent that this initiative is falling short of 
maximizing savings opportunities because of current implementation policies. The average time 
from the announcement of the contract award for federal ESPC projects is 30 months, which is 
25% longer than the 24 month goal established by the President's directive. Can you explain how 
the Defense Department is reducing the ESPC cycle time delays preventing the private sector from 
moving more quickly to the construction stage’? 

Answer: To improve the efficiency of the Energy Savings Performance Contract (ESPC) process, 
each of the Services has established centralized offices (Army Corps of Engineers Huntsville, 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command, and Air Force Civil Engineer Support Agency) staffed 
with contracting officers who have specialized expertise in ESPC contracts. DLA Energy also has 
an office that is available to the Services to expedite ESPC contracts. These offices have 
incorporated some process improvements to reduce average cycle time from more than 24 months 
to 12-1 8 months. The Department feels that, while this represents a significant reduction in process 
time, there's still room for improvement. To this end, my office has initiated discussions with 
relevant stakeholders throughout the DoD to standardize and streamline the award process and 
ensure DoD's contracting approach is consistent with Energy Service Company (ESCO) business 
practices. 
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[Questions for the Record submitted by Congressman Carter for the Deputy Under Secretary of 
Defense Dorothy Robyn follows:] 

Question 5: Over the past four years, to what extent has your office (military service) used 
appropriated monies vs. ESPCs for funding energy efficiency projects to reduce installation energy 
consumption, and what changes in funding sources do you anticipate in future years? To what 
extent are projects you fund by appropriations accompanied by performance guarantees? 

Answer: Since FY2009 the Department has invested roughly $1.6 billion in appropriated funding 
for energy efficiency improvements to the existing inventory of buildings. The vast majority of the 
funding is from the DoD Components' operations and maintenance accounts and used for 
sustainment and recapitalization projects. During that same period, the Department has awarded 
approximately $680 million in energy savings performance contracts (ESPCs) and approximately 
$350 million in utility energy service contracts (UESCs). As annual budgets are increasingly 
constrained, the Department will make even more use of such contracts. The DoD has committed to 
execute nearly $1.2 billion in ESPCs and UESCs in FY12-13, in response to the President's Dec. 2, 
2011, commitment ($2 billion in such contracts). By law, all ESPCs require measurement and 
verification of actual energy savings. Projects using appropriated funds for the initial capital 
investment do not contain such performance guarantees. Nonetheless these investments in energy 
efficiency ultimately improve building performance and reduce operating costs. 
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[Questions for the Record submitted by Congressman Carter for the Deputy Under Secretary of 
Defense Dorothy Robyn follows:] 

Question 6: To what extent is the expedited contractor selection process being used at DoD 
(military service) and by all military services and what is the average length of time for DOD's 
contractor selection process for ESPC projects department-wide and for each military service? 

Answer: The expedited contractor selection process is being used for all DoD Energy Savings 
Performance Contracts (ESPCs), under both the Department of Energy Super ESPC contract and 
the Army Corps of Engineers Huntsville contract. 

The DoD's average length of time for contractor selection for its nine most recent ESPC awards has 
been 91 days. This includes two Navy projects which averaged 120 days, five Army projects which 
averaged 77 days, and two Air Force projects which averaged 90 days. 
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[Questions for the Record submitted by Congressman Carter for the Deputy Under Secretary of 
Defense Dorothy Robyn follows;] 

Question 7: Are you confident that DoD (military service) and each of the military services has 
access to a sufficient number of contracting officers, appropriately trained in the ESPC contracting 
process, to successfully meet DoD's goal in new ESPC project investment over the next 24 
months? 

Answer: While all three Military Departments believe they have access to a sufficient number of 
appropriately trained contracting officers to meet DoD's goal in Energy Savings Performance 
Contract (ESPC) project investments by the end of 2013, this is based on the currently accepted 
process time of 12-18 months to contract award. Process improvement initiatives underway could 
reduce process time and increase throughput in a way that could invalidate the above statement. 
ESPC contracting officer expertise will be a topic of discussion during our process improvement 
initiative to ensure this is not a limiting factor in our ability to quickly process ESPC contracts. 
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[Questions for the Record submitted by Congressman Carter for the Deputy Under Secretary of 
Defense Dorothy Robyn follows:] 

Question 8: Are you confident that DoD (military service) and each of the military services has 
access to a sufficient number of contracting ofiicets, appropriately trained in the ESPC contracting 
process, to successfully meet DOD's goal in new ESPC project investment over the next 24 
months? 

Answer: While all three Military Departments believe they have access to a sufficient number of 
appropriately trained contracting officers to meet DoD's goal in Energy Savings Performance 
Contract (ESPC) project investments by the end of 2013, this is based on the currently accepted 
process time of 12-18 months to contract award. Process improvement initiatives underway could 
reduce process time and increase throughput in a way that could invalidate the above statement. 
ESPC contracting officer expertise will be a topic of discussion during our process improvement 
initiative to ensure this is not a limiting factor in our ability to quickly process ESPC contracts. 
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[Questions for the Record submitted by Congressman Carter for the Deputy Under Secretary of 
Defense Dorothy Robyn follows:] 

Question 9; To what extent has your office (or military service) completed its required energy and 
water evaluations? What is the number and profile of potential energy conservations measures 
(ECM) identified to date'' How many of these ECMs do you anticipate being implemented as a part 
of DoD efforts to comply -with the President's December 2, 2001 directive? 

Answer: The Department has completed about 40% of its required energy and water evaluations, as 
reported in the Federal Energy Management Program's (FEMP) Energy Independence and Security 
Act (EISA) of 2007 Section 432 Compliance Tracking System (CTS). More than 27,000 potential 
ECMs were identified during these audits. The total estimated cost to implement these ECMs, as 
reported by the Defense Components, is approximately $2.7 billion. The ECMs identified in CTS 
are a result of initial audits. Prior to implementation (either through appropriated funding or Energy 
Savings Performance Contracts (ESPC)), a more in-depth investment-grade audit is typically 
conducted, where a more refined list of ECMs is developed. Therefore, the ECM listing in CTS is 
preliminary and does not directly track to the ECMs in the President's performance contracting 
initiative. 
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[Questions for the Record submitted by Congressman Carter for the Assistant Secretary of the 
Army Katherine Hammack follows:] 

Question 10; It appears the first round of civilian workforce reductions is already having an 
impact on Soldier support programs and functions. For example, at a recent visit to Fort Hood, it 
came to my attention that the Transition Service Center, where Soldiers are transitioned out of the 
Army, faces a reduction of 40% of their manpower. While they are currently out-processing an 
average of 600 Soldiers per month, the 40% ctit in staff will now reduce that number to 350 per 
month. How will the current requirements, which will likely significantly increase by the 
drawdown, be facilitated if we are cutting these resources? How will these reductions impact unit 
commanders. Soldiers, and their families if these areas become "chokepoints" to transitioning out 
of service? 

Answer: Fort Hood, like several other installations, is facing reductions in Transition Service 
Centers during the period of Army drawdovni which will increase the number of transitioning 
Soldiers, Fort Hood is currently projecting a reduction of 36% (from 25 to 16 Civilians) by 30 
September 2012 due to the release of 8 Term employees funded with Overseas Contingency 
Operations (OCO) funds in support of the war in Afghanistan and Iraq. Fort Hood has conducted a 
cost benefit analysis and has determined it is necessary to retain these 8 positions; therefore, it is not 
a foregone conclusion that the positions will be eliminated. Extension of the funding will enable 
Fort Hood to maintain capability in their Transition Center. In the event OCO funds are no longer 
available. Fort Hood and the Installation Management Command will explore other options to 
ensure support to transitioning Soldiers. Options may include Soldier Skill Set Utilization, short 
term contracts, or temporary civilian employees. The Command is committed to taking care of 
Soldiers and will ensure there is little or no impact on services provided. As such, all measures will 
be taken to ensure the timely out-processing and issuance of Certificates of Release or Discharge 
Forms, Defense Department Form 214. 
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[Questions for the Record submitted by Congressman Flake for the Deputy Under Secretary of 
Defense Dorothy Robyn follows:] 

For the first time, the Department of Defense is requesting funds ($51 million) for the restoration 
and repair of schools located on military bases for which local educational agencies are 
responsible. This is on top of $500 million appropriated for FY 201 1 and FY 2012. 

Question I: This request represents the endorsement of the Department of Defense to use defense 
dollars to repair and renovate schools that are the responsibility of local governments. Is there any 
concern within the Department that, by formally requesting these funds, you are paving the way for 
the Department to spend billions of defense dollars on local schools that are eligible for impact aid 
through the Department of Education? 

Answer: We don't believe the requested funding duplicates Impact Aid. The Impact Aid Basic 
Support Payment is assistance to offset the costs of educating our warfighters' children, and is 
usually made two years following the arrival of that student in the local school system. This 
payment is typically a fraction of the actual personnel and overhead expenses for educating these 
students, and is not a viable option for the renovation, demolition, and new construction required to 
address the condition and capacity deficiencies in schools at the top of the Secretary's July 1 9, 

2011, "DoD Public Schools on Military Installations Priority List." 

Separately, the Department of Education administers the Impact Aid Constmction program, but that 
program is very small (only about $17.4 million in FY 2012) and not only serves 
military-connected Local Educational Agencies (LEA), but other LEAs such as those with Indian 
lands. The program doesn't meet the renovation and repair needs of LEAs. 

Regardless of whether Impact Aid is sufficient to address the issues at these schools, given the 
uniqueness of the military lifestyle requiring frequent moves between school systems, the 
Department of Defense is committed to ensuring that all 1.2 million military children, regardless of 
their location, receive a high-quality education,and has an obligation to ensure our children have the 
opportunities to consume education in a safe and secure environment conducive to learning. 
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[Questions for the Record submitted by Congressman Flake for the Deputy Under Secretary of 
Defense Dorothy Robyn follows;] 

Question 2 : 1 am concerned that this formal request will result in a reliance on these funds by local 
educational agencies, which, in turn, will no longer spend any of their own money on the schools 
for which they are responsible. After all, what incentive will the LEAs have to budget for these 
schools effectively when they know there will be defense funding available for them? 

Answer: This request recognizes that most local educational agencies are unable to budget for and 
repair/replace these facilities due to the absence of sufficient state and local funding sources. The 
resulting condition and capacity deficiencies in schools at the top of the Secretary's July 19, 201 1, 
"DoD Public Schools on Military Installations Priority List" reflect an unacceptable learning 
environment for our warfighter’s dependents, and the Department needs this one-time effort to 
remedy these deficiencies as they erode the quality of life for these warfighters and their children. 

The local educational agencies responsible for these facilities generally lack a willing electorate to 
approve any bond/debt financing, usually because the facility is located within the boundaries of an 
active installation and well beyond the local tax base. 

If a local educational agency has budgeted to address these deficiencies, we will ensure that DoD 
funds do not supplant funds otherwise intended for these projects. We do not believe that local 
educational agencies will stop spending on these schools with the expectation that the Department 
will come to their rescue, as there are no guarantees that funding would be provided and doing so 
would be a disservice to their current student bodies and faculties. 
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[Questions for the Record submitted by Congressman Flake for the Deputy Under Secretary of 
Defense Dorothy Robyn follows:] 

Question 3: Would a cost sharing program which requires the LEA to match at least half of the 
funds provided by the Federal Government not only expand the impact of those funds, but also 
require the LEA to maintain a majority of their funding responsibilities established in local 
agreements? 

Answer: The Department would be concerned about the imposition of any match requirement 
beyond the current 20 percent, with a waiver provision, due to the difficult school funding 
environment for most local educational agencies. These local educational agencies are unable to 
adequately budget and repair/replace facilities due to the absence of sufficient state and local 
funding sources. A hard 50 percent requirement would result in dependents having to attend schools 
with condition and capacity deficiencies if there is an inability to come up with the match through 
state and local sources. 

The local educational agencies responsible for these facilities generally lack a willing electorate to 
approve any bond/debt financing, usually because the facility is located within the boundaries of an 
active installation and well beyond the local tax base. 
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[Questions for the Record submitted by Congressman Austria for the Deputy Under Secretary of 
Defense Dorothy Robyn follows:] 

Question 1: The EPA recently promulgated proposed revisions to its Maximtun Achievable 
Control Technology standards for boilers (Boiler MACT). The Boiler MACT and related rules set 
emission limits for boilers (including coal, biomass, and liquid-fired boilers) used in manufacturing, 
as well as universities, small municipal power plants, biomass power plants, hospitals, and federal 
facilities; to include military installations. How much does the Department of Defense estimate it 
will cost for all military installations to comply with the new Boiler MACT and related rules? 

Answer: DoD estimates implementation of the Boiler MACT and related rules at a cost of $ 1 23 
million for one-time capital investments, primarily due to coal fired power plant upgrades. DoD 
estimates residual compliance costs (e.g. monitoring, recordkeeping, reporting, and 
tune-ups) at a cost of $6 million annually. These are preliminary estimates and based largely upon 
analysis of our boiler inventory and a Service-specific boiler requirements study. 
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[Questions for the Record submitted by Congressman Austria for the Deputy Under Secretary of 
Defense Dorothy Robyn follows;] 

Question 2: How much does the DoD spend annually to comply with all regulatory guidance 
imposed by the EPA? And, what is the forecast amount for FY13? 

Answer: The DoD environmental budget is based on complying with statutory environmental 
requirements that are promulgated through Federal, state and local regulations. The 
requirements include providing clean air and safe drinking water, protecting endangered species and 
cultural resources, and cleaning up the contamination created by prior DoD operations. For Fiscal 
Year 2012, DoD environmental appropriations totaled about $4.33 billion; and the Fiscal Year 
2013 budget request is about $3.97 billion. 
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[Questions for the Record submitted by Congressman Farr for the Assistant Secretary of the Army 
Katherine Hammack follows:] 

Last year at this hearing you assured me that "The Army has not spent money nor budgeted for 
expansion construction or for the purpose of acquiring interest in property that may be connected 
to expansion" at Pinon Canyon Maneuver Site. 

Question 1: However, I have been informed that in February, 201 1 the Army constructed a 2500 
foot long water line to install fire hydrants at a site that was designated for two clamshell 
maintenance shelters, as well as an underground electric line built 290 feet below the ground, and 
two concrete pads at the site in order to accommodate these shelters. I am told the clamshells have 
been constructed or are in the process of being constructed. Is this information true? 

Answer: The Army has not spent any money nor budgeted for land expansion of PCMS. Our 
FY13-17 Future Years Defense Program (FYDP) reflects this. We have neither spent nor 
programmed any MILCON funds to purchase land, or build facilities on of PCMS land expansion. 

As a part of regular, on-going operations to support home station training for units assigned to Ft 
Carson within the current boundaries of PCMS, the Army has performed and will continue to 
perform minor construction projects at PCMS. 

The projects referenced in your question are authorized by 10 USC 2805(c) under allowable uses of 
Operations and Maintenance (O&M) funding for minor construction projects costing not more than 
$750,000. They have received and will continue to receive appropriate National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) review. ITie projects have not used Military Construction (MILCON) funds, 
and are not covered by, nor violate the annual Congressional appropriations limitation on the 
expansion of PCMS boundaries or size using MILCON funds. 

The projects referenced in your question represent minor investments in needed facilities to support 
training. The Army continues to access PCMS with regularity to support training thru-put for 
military units assigned to Ft Carson. 
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[Questions for the Record submitted by Congressman Farr for the Assistant Secretary of the Army 
Katherine Hammack follows:] 

Further, I believe that in March 201 1 the Army authorized construction of a 6000 sq. ft. steel 
building at PCMS designated only "for future use." I'd appreciate knowing the facts on these 
matters because it seems that there have been significant and regular construction activities at 
PCMS that would appear to be in violation of the 2009 court order vacating the Army PCMS EIS 
of 2007, These activities would also appear to be contrary to the annual prohibition enacted by 
Congress that prohibits the Army from using funds to expand activities at PCMS. 

Question 2: Can you explain to me what is going on? 

Answer: The Army remains in full compliance with the 2009 court decision. The construction 
projects listed in the 2007 EIS are no longer necessary, are not in the FY 13-17 FYDP, and are not 
being constructed. 

As a part of regular, on-going operations to support home station training for units assigned to Ft 
Carson within the current boundaries of PCMS, the Army has performed and will continue to 
perform minor construction projects at PCMS. Such projects may be built separate from the 
Transformation programs studied in the 2007 EIS. These projects, including the 6,000 square foot 
metal building, are not part of the 2007 EIS and therefore not subject to the court decision. 

The projects referenced in your question are authorized by 10 USC 2805(c) under allowable uses of 
Operations and Maintenance (O&M) funding for minor construction projects costing not more than 
$750,000. They have received and will continue to receive appropriate National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) review. The projects have not used Military Construction (MILCON) funds, 
and are not covered by, nor violate the annual Congressional appropriations limitation on the 
expansion of PCMS boundaries or size using MILCON funds. 
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[Questions for the Record submitted by Congressman Moran for the Under Secretary of Defense 
Dorothy Robyn follows:] 

Satellite parking 

The conference report accompanying the fiscal year (FY) 2012 Military Construction, Veterans 
Affairs, and Related Agencies appropriations bill stated that the: "conferees therefore strongly 
encourage the Department of Defense to examine mandatory commuting alternatives such as 
telework, flexible work schedules, satellite parking facilities with dedicated shuttle service to the 
Mark Center, parking capacity at the Pentagon, additional ridesharing and public transit incentives 
and all other means to ensure that Mark Center employees can commute to and from work without 
undue burden," 

Question 1: Dr. Robyn, the conference report accompanying last year's MILCON/V A 
appropriations bill strongly encouraged the DoD to consider satellite parking facilities with 
dedicated shuttle service to the Mark Center. I understand WHS is going to survey the commuting 
patterns of the employee population as it relocates to the Mark Center, and then determine the 
feasibility of establishing satellite parking locations. Is that correct? 

Answer: Yes — it is my understanding that Washington Headquarters Service (WHS) will be 
conducting a workforce commuter survey to better understand the modes of commuting and inform 
the Department about where gaps may exist. 

Considering the current incentives in place for mass transit including mass transit benefits, a robust 
shuttle system, and car and vanpool options, coupled with the low utilization of parking at the Mark 
Center, WHS concluded that providing government funded off-site parking and additional 
transportation from off-site locations, is not warranted at this time. 
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[Questions for the Record submitted by Congressman Moran for the Under Secretary of Defense 
Dorothy Robyn follows:] 

Parking spaces 

Question 2: Dr. Robyn, I understand that the WHS has allocated in total 2,400 parking spaces to 
the 24 different organizations that have relocated to the Mark Center. While that is more than the 
2,05 1 cap included in this subcommittee's bill, I understand that the highest daily tally of occupied 
parking spots is around 1,600. What assurances can you give this subcommittee that the DoD will 
not use more than the allowed 2,05 1 spaces? 

Answer: The Department is certainly pleased that the measures established in the IMP to reduce 
Single Occupancy Vehicle use are working successfully to ensure traffic continues to move at 
acceptable levels in the Mark Center vicinity. We will make every effort to ensure this success 
continues and will keep this subcommittee informed of our successes and challenges in that regard. 
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[Questions for the Record submitted by Congressman Moran for the Under Secretary of Defense 
Dorothy Robyn follows:] 

Parking spaces 

Question 3: Dr. Robyn, as you are aware, the bill language from last year allows the DoD to lift in 
part, but not in whole, the parking cap if the intersections surrounding the Mark Center do not fail 
for 90 day consecutive days, and if the department and the Virginia Department of Transportation 
(VDOT) agree on the number of additional spaces to be used, subject to another 90 day verification 
window. Can you describe the process by which DOD will seek to adjust the cap should we 
continue to see non-failing levels of service for the remainder of the year? Will you rely on data 
collected by VDOT's traffic monitoring program? 

Answer: The Department does not anticipate triggering the provision; therefore we have not 
considered how we would invoke the waiver. The Department will continue to work closely with 
VDOT to ensure traffic flow moves at acceptable levels in the vicinity of the Mark Center. The 
VDOT data has been and continues to be extremely valuable in demonstrating the successful flow 
of traffic around the Mark Center. 
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[Questions for the Record submitted by Congressman Moran for the Assistant Secretary of the 
Army Katherine Hammack follows:] 


Inspector General report 

The bill language included in both the fiscal year 2012 Defense and MILCONA^A appropriations 
bills stated: "Provided further. That the Secretary of Defense shall implement the Department of 
Defense Inspector General recommendations outlined in report number DODIG-20 12-024, and 
certify to Congress not later than 1 80 days after enactment of this Act that the recommendations 
have been implemented," 

Question 4: Ms. Hammack, I understand that the Army may not comply with the 180 day reporting 
requirement to implement the IG findings regarding the Transportation Management Plan for the 
Mark Center, but is continuing to work with the Governor's Task Force and local stakeholders to 
monitor traffic conditions surrounding the site. The 2008 Environmental Assessment for the Mark 
Center came to a "finding of no significant impact" from a transportation perspective. Will the Army 
work with the IG and Congress to ensure no intersections decline to failing levels of service "E" or 
"F"? 


Answer: The Army is working with the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD), the Washington 
Headquarters Service, the US Army Corps of Engineers, and other stakeholders to implement the 
recommendations made by DoDIG. At the present time, we are gathering actual traffic data and 
assessing the performance of our Transportation Management Plan (TMP), Until we have gathered 
the current traffic data, we carmot know what additional measures might be needed. The Department 
will provide a report to Congress by the deadline. 

Although the Mark Center has not yet been fully occupied, approximately 75% of its authorized 
positions have been transferred into the building. 1 am pleased to report that the measures established 
in the Transportation Management Plan to reduce Single Occupancy Vehicle use are working 
successfully to ensure traffic continues to move at acceptable levels in the vicinity of the Mark Center. 
We will continue to monitor as the balance of personnel are relocated over the remainder of the year. 

The quality and success of the Transportation Management Plan is partly a result of the intense 
Congressional interest and oversight. Congress deserves credit here - including promoting the use 
of alternative modes of transportation through media outlets. 

The Army intends to continue the close coordination with VDOT and the City of Alexandria on the 
traffic monitoring efforts that are helping to maximize traffic flow along the Seminary corridor. The 
efforts have already improved levels of service at the Seminary rotary intersections at minimal cost 
by restriping the lanes and adjusting signal timings. Additionally, the VDOT short and mid-term 
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transportation improvements around the Mark Center that the Department is funding should improve 
the flow even more. The joint effort working with the State and local stakeholders has proved to be 
a great success. 
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Prior-Round BRACs 
( 1988 , 1991, 1993 & 1995 ) 


Preparation of the Defense- Wide budget, excluding 
revolving funds, cost the Department of Defense a totai of 
approximateiy $1,384,980 in FY 2012, 
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Prior-Round BRAC Overview 


A. Background 

The Defense Secretary’s Commission on Base Realignment and Closures was chartered 
on May 3, 1988 to recommend military installations within the United States, its 
commonwealths, territories, and possessions for realignment and closure. The Congress and the 
President subsequently endorsed this approach through legislation that removed some of the 
previous impediments to successful base closure actions. The Defense Authorization 
Amendments and Base Closure and Realignment Act, Public Law 100-526, as enacted October 
24, 1 988, provides the basis for implementing the recommendations of the 1 988 Commission. 
Under this Act, all closures and reii^ments were to be completed no later than September 30, 
1995. Funding for these actions resides in the Base Realignment and Closure Account - Part I 
(BRAC-I) which spans fiscal years 1990 through 1995. 

The National Defense Authorization Act for FY 1990 and 1991, Section 2831, allowed 
for the one-time transfer of $31 million from BRAC I into the FY 1990 Homeovwiers Assistance 
Fund. This Fund is used to assist employees who are forced to move as a consequence of base 
closures and who find that they must sell their homes in real estate markets which have been 
adversely affected by the closure decision. 

In the Committee Reports accompanying the FY 1990 Military Construction 
Appropriations Act, the Congress began applying some restrictions on the use of BRAC I funds. 
Concerned that the one-time implementation costs had increased by $1 billion when compared to 
the 1988 Commission’s estimate, the House Appropriations Committee (HAC) adopted a 
spending cap for military construction and family housing of $2.4 billion. This cap was reflected 
in the FY 1990 act itself. The FY 1992 Military Construction Appropriations Act lowered the 
cap to $1 .8 billion commensurate with the budget request. 

On November 5, 1990, The President signed Public Law 101-510, Title XXIX, Defense 
Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990, establishing an independent commission known as 
the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission which met only during calendar years 
1991, 1993, and 1995. The purpose of the Commission was to ensure a timely, independent, and 
fair process for closing and realigning U.S. military installations. The actions to implement the 
recommendations of the 1991, 1993, and 1995 Commissions are underwritten from die Base 
Realignment and Closure Account 1990 (BRAC II). Action must be initiated no later than two 
years after the date on which the President transmits a report to Congress and all closures and 
realignments must be completed no later than the end of the six-ye» period beginning on the 
same date. The implementation period for the last authorized round of base closure is complete 
as of 13 July 2001. 

Public Law 101-510 included a number of other provisions affecting base closure, one of 
which, section 2923, designated the Base Closure Account (BRAC I) to be the exclusive source 
of funds for environmental restoration projects at round one closure sites. The National Defense 
Authorization Act for FY 1992, Section 2827, designated Base Closure Account 1990 as the 
exclusive source of funds for environmental restoration projects at closure sites approved by the 
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1991, 1993, and 1995 Commissions. The intent of this section was to preclude the cleanup 
actions at bases slated for closure from competing with other sources of fiinding for 
environmental cleanup such as the Defense Environmental Restoration Account (DERA). A 
total of $9,980 million has been requested for cleanup for the prior four rounds of base closures 
through FY 2009. The FY 2013 budget request includes $349.4 million of new budget authority 
for environmental restoration and caretaker costs at BRAC bases from the 1 988, 1991, 1 993, and 
1995 rounds. 

B. Budget Justification Requirements 

The Defense Authorization Amendments and Base Closure and Realignment Act, Public 
Law 100-526, is specific in the types of information required as to bucket justification. The Act 
states, “As part of each annual budget request for the Department of Defense, the Secretary shall 
transmit to the appropriate committees of Congress: 

(1) a schedule of the closure and realignment actions to be carried out under this title in 
the fiscal year for which the request is made and an estimate of the total expenditures required 
and cost savings to be achieved by each such closure and realignment and of the time period in 
which these savings are to be achieved in each case, together with the Secretary’s assessment of 
the environmental effects of such actions; and 

(2) a description of the military installations, including those under construction and 
those planned for construction, to which functions are to be transferred as a result of such 
closures and realignments, together with the Secretary’s assessment of the environmental effects 
of such transfers.” 

The FY 2013 budget justification material has been developed to comply with the above 
requirements. The BRAC Executive Summary Book provides an overview of Ae BRAC costs 
and savings for each DoD Component through the six-year implementation period. Thfe DoD 
Components have prepared separate justification books providing detailed information by 
realignment and closure package, broken out by one-time implementation costs, anticipated 
revenues from land sales, and expected savings. This comprehensive approach addresses the 
total financial impact of realignment and closure actions and provides justification for the funds 
requested in the Base Closure Accounts. 

C. DoD Base Closure Account Capitalization and Funding 

The Department has complied with the guidance contained in the House of 
Representatives Report 101-76, Military Construction Appropriations Bill, 1990, July 26, 1989, 
to determine the proper method of capitalizing the DoD Base Closure Accounts. In denying 
general transfer authority to the Secretary of Defense, the Committee expressed the belief that 
the necessary one-time costs to implement base realignments and closures be requested as new 
appropriated amounts to facilitate improved accounting of the funds appropriated. Additionally, 
the Committee indicated that any savings or cost avoidance due to base realignment or closure 
should be reflected through reduced requirements in the annual budget requests for the affected 
appropriations. 
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The manner in which the impacts of base realignments and closures are reflected in 
BRAC appropriations accounts is consistent with diis language. The BRAC appropriations 
requested after FY 2001 represent flie Costs of environmental restoration and caretaker functions 
at bases closed under the prior rounds of base closure authority. Also included in the 
appropriation request are funds to be transferred to the Homeowner’s Assistance Program for the 
purpose outlined in Section III. Since the FY budget request, parcels of land have been 

transferred, without compensation to the Department, thereby reducing projected offsetting 
receipts. Section IV provides examples of anticipated revenue from the sale of land and facilities 
and the anticipated revenue loss from land transfers. 

The implementation of base realignment and closures requires the relocation of units and 
activities from one site to another. Recurring savings (reduced base operations costs) are 
realized through the increased efficiencies inherent in the consolidation of functions on fewer 
bases. The net savings are reflected as savings in the specific appropriations, primarily operation 
and maintenance, and are not incorporated in the DoD Base Closure Accounts. 

Estimates for savings or cost avoidance have been incorporated into the DoD Component 
appropriation account where they are to accrue, resulting in corresponding reduced budget 
requests for those appropriations. The annual recurring saving from the four authorized rounds 
of base closure and realignment are projected to be about $7 billion after the implementation 
period ending in FY 2001 . 

D. Financial Management Procedures 

The Defense Authorization Amendments and Base Closure and Realignment Act, Public 
Law 100-526, established the Defense Base Closure Account (BRAC I) as a mechanism to 
provide the required funding to implement the approved recommendations of the Base Closure 
and Realignment Commissions. Public Law 101-510, Title XXK, Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Act of 1990, established Base Closure Account 1990 (BRAC II) as a mechanism to 
provide the required funding to implement the approved recommendations of the BRAG 1991, 
1993, and 1995 Commissions. From aspects of management, budgeting and accounting, both 
accounts are treated in the same fashion. Funding approved by Congress in both accounts is 
appropriated and authorized in a lump sum amount and may be spent for construction, planning 
and design, civilian severance pay, permanent change in station, transportation of thin^, and 
other costs related to the realignment or closure of the subject bases. The management structure 
of the program is described below. 

1. The Deputy Under Secretary of Defense (Installations & Environment) is responsible 
for issuing policy for management of the BRAC program and overseeing the DoD Components’ 
execution of the program. 

2. To properly account for and manage appropriated fund resources, the DoD Base 
Closure Accounts were esteblished on the books of the Treasury to aid the DoD Components in 
the closure and realignment of certain military installations. Treasury has assigned account 
symbol 97-0103 to identify the DoD Base Closure Account - Part I, and 97-0510 to identify DoD 
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Base Closure Account 1990 - Part 11, Part HI, and Part IV and 97-0512 to identify DoD Base 
Closure Account 2005. 

Funds made available to the DOD Components are subdivided and distribute to the 
activities responsible for base closure actions. Separate allocations are made for each of the 
accounts by program year. Each DoD Component distributes the base closure funds in 
accordance with its normal fund distribution procedures. The applicable reporting requirements 
include: 

Military Construction 
Construction 
Planning and Design 

Family Housing 
Construction 
Operations 

Environmental 

Operation and Maintenance (O&M) 

Civilian Severance Pay 

Permanent Change of Station (PCS) costs 
Transportation of things 
Real Property Maintenance 

Program Management (civilian woric years, TDY travel, and related support dedicated 
to implementation efforts) 

Military Personnel (limited to PCS expenses dedicated to implementation efforts) 

Other (including procurement-type items) 

3. The Under Secretary ofDefense (Comptroller) makes funds available to the DoD 
Components based on their official financial plans. Financial plans are prepared by the DoD 
Components in cooperation with and at the direction of the program manager, the Deputy Under 
Secretary ofDefense (Installations & Environment). The DoD Components’ financial plans and 
the subsequent allocation of funds are supported by detailed, line-item military and family 
housing construction justification. Separate narrative explanations for other planned 
expenditures are also submitted to the Under Secretary ofDefense (Comptroller) in sufficient 
detail to support the DoD Component’s Financial plan. The DoD Components are allowed to 
revise planned execution as the situation dictates but must notify the Deputy Under Secretary of 
Defense (Installations & Environment) and the Under Secretary ofDefense (Comptroller) of all 
changes. To keep the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller) apprised of these changes, the 
DoD Components are required to submit a revised current year financial plan and supporting 
documentation on a quarterly basis to reflect the status of the current plan being executed. When 
a military construction or family housing construction project is to be executed, but does not 
appear on the approved construction project list, the prior approval of the Under Secretary of 
Defense (Comptroller), and Congress is required. This will ensure that the Department has 
complied with the notification requirements of the House of Representatives Report 101-176, 
Military Construction Appropriation Bill, July 26, 1989, prior to the expenditure of DoD Base 
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Closure Account &nds. Each DoD Component is allocated funds based upon its official budget 
justification and financial plan. 

4. Decision Rule for Determining the Validity of Charging Cost to the DoD Base 
Closure Accounts : In addition to being supported by the detailed budget justification, the 
general criterion to be applied when deciding whether to charge specific costs to the DoD Base 
Closure Account is that the cost in question is a one-time implementation cost directly associated 
with the overall base closure effort. For example, the one-time operation and maintenance-type 
costs at R&D-funded installations are charged to the appropriate sub-account of “Operation and 
Maintenance.” Low-dollar value construction projects budgeted as lump sum under the real 
property maintenance category are charged to ftat sub-account and not the construction sub- 
account of military construction, which is reserved for projects listed individually on the 
financial plan accompanying the fund allocation document. Recurring costs driven by the 
transfer of workload ftom one location to another is budgeted for and charged to the non-base 
closure accounts. 

II. Budget Summary 

The tables on the following pages provide information on one-time implementation costs, 
expected savings, and revenues from land sales by DOD Component and approved BRAC 
closure round. BRAC I closures and realignments have been projected to cost $2.6 billion and 
will generate total one-time savings of $Z4 billion and land sie revenue of $65.7 million during 
theFY 1990 - 1995 implementation period. BRAC II closures and realignments have been 
projected to cost $4.9 billion and will generate total one-time savings of about $7.1 billion and 
land sale revenue of $25.7 million during the FY 1992 - 1998 implementation periods. BRAC 
HI closures and realignments have been projected to cost $7.2 billion and will generate total one- 
time savings of S7.8 billion and land sale revenue of $3 .4 million during the FY 1994- 1999 
implementation period. BRAC IV closures and realignments are projected to cost $6.6 billion 
and will generate total one-time savings of $6.2 billion and land sale revenue of $207.7 million 
during the FY 1996 - 2001 implementation period. 
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F¥ 2013 Budget Estimates 
Base Realignment and Closure - Part I 
Anticipated/Realized Land Revenue - Army 
(Dollars in Thousands) 


Ixjcation 

Total 

Kapalama Military 

Reservation, HI 

38,529 

Pontiac Storage Facility, Ml 

3,100 

FortHolabird,MD 

100 

USA Reserve Center 

Gaithersburg, MD 

785 

Stand-Alone Housing, 

Various Locations 

23,199 

Total 

65,713 


28 
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FY 2013 Budget Estimates 
Base Realignment and Closure - Part I 
Loss of Land Revenue - Army 
(Dollars in Thousands) 


Location Total 

Lexington AD, KY 7379 

Army Material Tech Lab, MA 3,124 

Jefferson Proving Ground, IN 28,925 

AMC Other 8,030 

Presidio, CA 42,986 

Hamilton AAF, CA 49,550 

Sheridan, IL 59,092 

Fort Douglas, UT 7,379 

Fort Meade, MD 447,770 

Cameron Station, VA 212,624 

Stand Alone 62.053 

Total 928,912 
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FY 2013 Budget Estimates 
Base Realignment and Closure - Part I 
Anticipated/Realized Land Revenue - Navy 



(Dollars in Thousands) 

Location 

Total 

NRC Coconut Grove, FL 

7,134 

NH Philadelphia, PA 

25 

NTB Salton Sea, CA 

14 

Total 

7,173 


30 



211 


FY 2013 Budget Estimates 
Base Realignment and Closure - Part I 
Loss of Land Revenue - Navy 
(Dollars in Thousands) 


Location 

Total 

Naval Station New York 

(Brooklyn, NY) 

57,000 

Naval Station Puget Sound 

(Sand Point), WA 

60.000 

Total 

117,000 
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FY 2013 Budget Estimates 
Base Realignment and Closure - Part 1 
Attticipated/Realized Land Revenue - Air Force 
(Dollars in Thousands) 


Location 

Total 

Chanute Air Force Base, IL 

11,419 

George Air Force Base, CA 

3,823 

Mather Air Force Base, CA 

10,241 

Norton Air Force Base, CA 

3,950 

Pease Air Force Base, NH 

280 

Total* 

29,713 


•All anticipated/realized land revenues are accounted for in BRAC IV 
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FY 2013 Budget Estimates 
Base Realignment and Closure - Part I 
Loss of Land Revenue - Air Force 
(Dollars in Thousands) 


Location 

Total 

George Air Force Base, CA 

90,000 

Mather Air Force Base, CA 

305,000 

Norton Air Force Base, CA 

100,000 

Chanute Air Force Base, IL 

13,000 

Pease Air Force Base, NH 

120.000 

Total 

628,000 
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FY 2013 Budget Estimates 
Base Realignment and Closure - Part II 
Anticipated/Realized Land Revenue - Army 
(Dollars in Tliousands) 


Location 

Total 

Cameron Station, VA 

15,661 

Fort Ben Harrison, IN 

4,634 

Sacramento Army Depot, CA 

299 

Fort Devens, MA 

1.998 

Total 

22,592 
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FY 2013 Budget Estimates 
Base Realignment and Closure - Part Q 
Loss of Land Revenue - Army 
(Dollars in Thousands) 


Location Total 

Fort Devens, MA 1 12,000 

FortDix,NJ* 83,000 

Fort Ord, CA 399,750 

Harry Diamond Lab, VA 30,000 

Fort Benjamin Harrison, IN 1 02,227 

Sacramento Depot, CA 24.879 

Total 751,856 


* Note: The anticipated revenues from Fort Dix were reduced from $83.0 million to zero. The 
basis of the reduction is the proposed utilization of Fort Dix by other federal and state agencies 
which precludes disposal of the anticipated excess land. 
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FY 2013 Budget Estimates 
Base Realignment and Closure - Part 11 
Anticipated/Realized Land Revenue - Navy 
(Dollars in Thousands) 


Location 

Total 

MCAS Tustin, CA 

203,500 

NAS Chase Field, TX 

791 

NCBCDavisville,Rl 

63 

NAS Moffett Field, CA 

6,250 

NH Long Beach, C A 

14,075 

NS Philadelphia, PA 

2,000 

Total 

226,679 
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FY 2013 Budget Estimates 
Base Realignment and Closure - Part II 
Loss of Land Revenue - Navy 
(Dollars in Thousands) 

Location Total 

NAS Chase Field, TX 2,000 

NCBC Davisville, RI 22,000 

NH Long Beach, CA 1,400 

NS Long Beach, CA 2 1 ,250 

NS Philadelphia, PA 18,000 

NS Puget Sound 

(Sand Point) WA 12,800 

NCCOSC San Diego, CA 3,000 

MCAS Tustin, CA 468.500 

Total 548,950 
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FY 2013 Budget Estimates 
Base Realignment and Closure - Part II 
Anticipated/Realized Land Revenue - Air Force 
(Dollars in Thousands) 


Location 

Total 

Carswell Air Force Base, TX 

178 

Castle Air Force Base, CA 

5,210 

England Air Force Base, LA 

784 

Grissom Air Force Base, IN 

5,981 

Loring Air Force Base, ME 

335 

Lowry Air Force Base, CO 

14,868 

Myrtle Beach Air Force Base, SC 

10,455 

Richards-Oebaur Air Force Reserve 
Station, MO 

300 

Rickenbacker Air Guard Base, OH 

600 

Williams Air Force Base, AZ 

4,431 

Wurtsmith Air Force Base, MI 

__J2 

Total* 

43,191 


*AU anticipated/realized land revenues are accounted for in BRAC IV 
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FY 2013 Budget Estimates 
Base Realignment and Closure - Part 11 
Loss of Land Revenue - Air Force 
(Dollars in Thousands) 


Location 

Total 

Williams Air Force Base, AZ 

8,000 

Baker Air Force Base, AR 

8,000 

Castle Air Force Base, CA 

27,000 

Lowry Air Force Base, CO 

100,000 

MacDill Air Force Base, FL 

50,000 

Grissom Air Force Base, IN 

8,000 

Loring Air Force Base, ME 

8,000 

Wurtsmith Air Force Base, MI 

8,000 

Richards Gebaur Air Force 

Reserve Station, MO 

8,000 

Rickenbacker Air National 

Guard Base, OH 

8,000 

Myrtle Beach Air Force Base, SC 

8,000 

Bergstrom Air Force Base, TX 

8,000 

Carswell Force Base, TX 

8.000 

Total 

257,000 


39 



220 


Location 

Various Locations 
Total 


FY 2013 Budget Estimates 
Base Realignment and Closure - Part III 
Anticipated/Realized Land Revenue - Army 
(Dollars in 'Diousands) 


Total 

798 

798 


40 
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FY 2013 Budget Estimates 
Base Realignment and Closure - Part III 
Anticipated/Realized Land Revenue - Navy 
(Dollars in Thousands) 


Location 

Total 

DoD Family Housing Niagara Falls, NY 

1,125 

MCASElToro.CA 

649,500 

NAWC Trenton, NJ 

1,812 

NTCOrlMido,FL 

13,626 

NAS Cecil Field, CA 

48 

NTC San Diego, Ca 

80 

NH Oakland, CA 

100,475 

PWC San Francisco, CA 

10,330 

NS Staten Island, NY 

602 

NSY Charleston, SC 

1,100 

Various Locations 

1.107 

Total 

779,805 
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FY 2013 Budget Estimates 



Base Realignment and Closure - Part Hi 
Loss of Land Revenue - Navy 
(Dollars in Thousands) 

Location 

Total 

NS Mobile, AL 

28,000 

Various Locations 

309.263 
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FY 2013 Budget Estimates 
Base Realignment and Closure - Part 111 
Anticipated/Realized Land Revenue - Air Force 
(Dollars in Thousands) 


Location Total 

Gentile Air Force Station, OH 54 

Griffiss Air Force Base, NY 1 ,987 

Homestead Air Force Base, FL 488 

March Air Force Base, CA 4,065 

O’Hare IAPARS,IL 65 

Plattsburg Air Force Base, NY 1.288 

Total* 7,947 


♦All anticipated/realized land revenues are accounted for in BRAC FV 
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FY 2013 Budget Estimates 
Base Realignment and Closure - Part IV 
Antieipated/Realized Land Revenue - Army 


(Dollars in Thousands) 

Location 

Total 

Fort Devens, MA 

2,500 

Fort Ben Harrison, IN 

2,297 

Cameron Station, VA 

14,861 

Stratford Army Ammo Plant, CT 

7,056 

Army Material Technology Lab, MA 

6,613 

Bayonne Military Ocean Terminal, NJ 

278 

Hamilton AAF, CA 

4,748 

Jefferson Proving Ground, IN 

3,120 

Detroit, Army Tank Plant, MI 

5,924 

Fort Sheridan, IL 

5,750 

Stand Alone Housing 

110 

Savanna Army Dqwt, IL 

8 

Fort Ritchie, MD 

54 

Fitzsimons AMC, CO 

172 

City of Chicago, IL 

15,980 

Fort McClellan, AL 

499 

Fort Ord, CA 

7,594 

New Orleans Military Ocean Terminal, LA 

275 

Fort Polk, LA 

24 
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FY 2013 Budget Estimates 
Base Realignment and Closure - Part IV 
Anticipated/Realized Land Revenue - Army 
(Dollars in Thousands) 


Defense Depot Ogden, UT 

680 

Defense Depot Memphis, TN 

88 

Vint Hill Farm Station, VA 

992 

Tacony Warehouse, PA 

2,410 

BellmoteMOT,NY 

6,650 

Indiana Army Ammo Plant, IN 

262 

Kelly Support Center, PA 

112 

Fort Des Moines, lA 

48 

Tooele Army Depot, UT 

73 

Pueblo Army Depot, CO 

5 

Fort Polk, LA 

44 

DPSC Philadelphia, PA 

380 

Memphis Distribution Depot, TN 

792 

Total Army Part IV 

90,399 
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FY 2013 Budget Estimates 
Base Realignment and Closure - Part IV 
Anticipated/Realized Land Revenue - Navy 
(Dollars in Thousands) 


Location 

Total 

San Pedro (Housing) 

Long Beach, CA 

88,000 

NAWC Warminster, PA 

63 

NAF Key West, FL (Housing) 

15,100 

NAS Key West, FL 

600 

NAS South Weymouth 
(North Quincy Housing) 

2,632 

Various Locations 

1.283 

Total 

107,678 
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FY 2013 Budget Estimates 
Base Realignment and Closure - Part IV 
Anticipated/Reali 2 »d Land Revenue - Air Force 
(Dollars in Thousands) 


Location 

Total 

City of Chicago, Illinois - O’Hare International 

Airport* 

94,602 

Kelly Air Force Base, TX 

1,096 

McClellan 

1,218 

Reese Air Force Base, TX 

53 

Roslyn Air Guard Station, NY 

3.031 

Total 

100,000 


•Revenue from the City of Chicago for the movement of the Air National Guard facilities to 
Scott Air Force Base, Illinois. 
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BRAC 2005 Overview 


A. Background 

The FY 2002 National Defense Authorization Act, authorized an additional round of base 
realignment and closure in 2005 1^ amending the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 
1990 (Public Law 101-510). The 2005 BRAC Commission recommendations became law on 
November 9, 2005. The Department of Defense Base Closure Account 2005 (Treasury 
code 0512) has been established as a single account on the books of the Treasury to execute 
actions to implement BRAC 2005 approve closures and realignments. The six-year 
implementation period for the 2005 approved realignment and closures ends on 
Sejrtember 15, 201 1. 

B. Budget Justification Requirements 

Ute BRAC 2005 Executive Summary Book jMovides an overview of the BRAC 2005 
costs and savings for each DoD Component through the six-year implementation period. The 
DoD CompoiKnts have prepared separate justification books providing detailed information by 
realignment and closure package, broken out by one-time implementation costs, anticipated 
revenues fiem land sales, and expected savings. The cost data reflected on all BC-02 financial 
displays as well as other cost data reflected in the Components Justification Books budget 
material accurately reflects all BRAC related costs. Costs associated with environmental and 
caretaker efforts for property not yet conveyed are ^propriately reflected elsewhere in the 
Components Justification Books budget material. This comprehensive tqiproach satisfies the 
requirement of paragraphs (1) and (2) above. The reporting requirements in Section 2097, 
paragraphs (3) through (7), as added by P.L. 109-163 Section 283 1 , will be provided separately. 

The FY 2008 National Defense Authorization Act Conference Report Section 2706 
required the Department to submit a comprehensive accounting of the funding required to ensure 
that the plan for implementing the final recommendations of the 2005 Defense Base Realignment 
and Closure Commission remains on schedule for completion by September 1 5, 201 1 . The cost 
data reflected on ail BC-02 financial displays as well as other cost data reflected in the 
Components Justification Books budget materials constitute the comprehensive accounting of the 
fimding required to ensure timely implementation of the 2005 Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission recommendations. 

C. DoD Base Closure Account Capitalization and Funding 

The Department has complied with the guidance contained in the House of 
Representatives Report 101-76, Military Construction Appropriations Bill, 1990, July 26, 1989, 
to determine tiie jroper method of capitalizing tiie DoD Base Closure Accounts. In denying 
general transfer authority to the Secretary of Defense, the Committee expressed the belief that 
the necessary one-time costs to implement base realignments and closures be requested as new 
apjnopriated amounte to facilitate improved accounting of the funds api»opriated. Additionally, 
the Committee indicated that any savings or cost avoidance due to base realignment or closure 
should be reflected through reduced requirements in the annual budget requests for the affected 
appropriations. 
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The manner in which the impacts of base realignments and closures are reflected in 
BRAC 200S appropriations accounts is consistent with this language. The budget request 
includes any fends that are required to be transferred to the Homeowner’s Assistance Program 
for the piupose outlined in Section II. 

The implementation of base realignment and closures requires the relocation of units and 
activities from one site to another. Recurring savings (reduced base operations costs) are 
realized throu^ the increased efficiencies inherent in the consolidation of functions on fewer 
bases. The net savings are reflected as savings in the specific appropriations, primarily operation 
and maintenance, and are not incorporated in the DoD Base Closure Accounts. 

Estimates for savings or cost avoidance have been incorporated into the DoD Component 
appropriation account where they are to accrue, resulting in corresponding reduced budget 
requests for those appropriations. 

The recurring savings reflected on alt BC-02 financial displays reflect tiiose cost 
avoidances that are estimated to accrue each year as a result of implementing the closure and/or 
realignment recoimnendations. These savings, attributable to such areas as civilian salaries, 
military personnel entitlements and overhead, are used to frind the implementation of BRAC 
recommendations and/or fund other Defense priorities such as equipment, fecilities, and military 
personnel billets for our forces. The BRAC decisions free up military personnel authorizations 
that, in many cases, are re-iq)piied within each Military Department to support new capabilities 
and to improve operational efficiencies at worldwide locations. To the extent that savings 
generated from military personnel reductions at closing or realigning installations are 
immediately used to fund military persotmel priorities, these resources are not available to fund 
other Defense priorities. 

D. Financial Management Procedures 

The Defense Autitorization Amendments and Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 (as 
amended) established the Defense Base Closure Account 2005 as a mechanism to provide the 
required fending to implement the approved recommendations of tiie 2005 BRAC Commission. 
Funding approved by Congress in the BRAC 2005 account is appropriated and authorized in a 
lump sum amount and may be spent for construction, planning and design, civilian severance 
pay, civilian permanent change in station, transportation of things, and odier costs directly 
related to bases approved for realigiunent or closure after January 2005. The management 
structure of the BRAC 2005 program is described below. 

1. The Deputy Under Secrrtary of Defense (Installations & Environment) is responsible 
for issuing policy for management of the BRAC program and overseeing the DoD Components’ 
execution of fee program. 

2. To properly account for and manage aj^ropriated fend resources, the DoD Base 
Closure Account 2005 was established on fee boolu of fee Treasury under code 97 X 0512 to aid 
fee DoD Componratts in fee closure and realigiunent of military installations. 
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Funds made available to the DoD Components are subdivided and distribute to the 
activities responsible for base closure actions. Separate sub-allocations are made for each of the 
accounts by program year. Each DoD Component distributes the ba« closure funds in 
accordance with its normal fund distribution procedures. The applicable reporting requirements 
include: 

Military Construction 
Construction 
Planning and Design 
Family Housing 
Construction 
Operations 
Environmental 

Operation and Maintenance (O&M) 

Civilian Severance Pay 

Civilian Permanent Change of Station (PCS) costs 
Transportation of things 
Real Property Maintenance 

Program Management (civilian work years, TDY travel, and related support dedicated 
to implementation efforts) 

Military Personnel (limited to PCS expenses dedicated to implementation efforts) 

Other (including procurement-type items) 

3. The Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller) makes funds available to the DoD 
Components based on their official financial plans. Financial plans are prepared by the DoD 
Components in cooperation with and at the direction of the program manager, the Deputy Under 
Secretary of Defense (Installations & Environment). The DoD Componmts* financial plans and 
die subsequent sub-allocation of funds are supported by detailed, line-item military and family 
housing construction justification. Separate narrative explanations for other planned 
expenditures are also submitted to the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller) in sufficient 
detail to support the DoD Component’s Financial plan. The DoD Components ate allowed to 
revise planned execution as the situation dictates but must notify the Deputy Under Secretary of 
Defense (Installations & Environment) and the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller) of all 
changes. To keep the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller) apprised of these changes, the 
DoD Components are required to submit a revised current year financial plan tmd supporting 
documentation on a quarterly basis to reflect the status of the current plan being executed. When 
a military construction or family housing construction project is to be executed, but does not 
appear on the approved construction project list, the prior approval of the Under Secretary of 
Defense (Comptroller), and Congress is requited. This will ensure that the Department has 
complied with the notification requirements of tire Congress, prior to tire expenditure of DoD 
Base Closure Account funds. Each DoD Component is sub-allocated funds based upon its 
official budget justification and financial plan. 
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n. Homeowners Assistance Program 

The Homeowners Assistance Program (HAP) provides assistance to eligible service 
members and civilian employee homeowners who have suffered losses through the depression of 
the real estate market. Funding to support the FY 2013 HAP requirement has been separately 
requested as a direct appropriation to die Homeowners Assistance Program. Budget justification 
materials have been submitted with the Department of the Army’s Family Housing justification 
material. 

m. Budget Summary 

The tables on the following pages provide information on one-time implementation costs, 
and expected savings from the approved BRAC 2005 round. The Department fully funded 
BRAC 2005 requirements through the six-year implementation period (FY 2006 - 201 1). 

FY 2013 funding request total $126.7 million and represents the resources necessary to provide 
for environmental clean-up and caretaker efforts at property not yet conveyed to another entity. 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 
ARMY OVERVIEW 


The Army implemented BRAG 95 (BRAC IV) as described in the 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission' s report to the 
President. This FY 2013 budget submission represents the costs 
and savings of implementing all closures and realignment actions 
through FY 2001, and the costs to continue caretaking functions 
and environmental restoration at the remaining BRAC properties 
through FY 2013. The Army continues to cleanup properties to 
support property disposal as quickly as available resources 
allow. The Army continues to align cleanup resources with reuse 
schedules as well as commitments that protect human health and 
the environment. 

I . Fiscal Year 2013: 


A. MAJOR EVENTS SCHEDULE. All Army BRAC closure and 
realignment actions are complete. The Army began funding all 
caretaking functions from the BRAC account on 14 July 2001 at all 
remaining BRAC properties. Caretaking will maintain real 
property assets at levels to protect against degradation during 
transition. 

The majority of the budget request in fiscal year 2013 is 
for environmental restoration. The program focuses on protecting 
human health and the environment through execution of projects 
that result in transferring acreage and achieving goals for 
remedy in place/response complete (RIP/RC) . In addition to 
achieving program goals and objectives, these projects must 
provide beneficial reuse of property and meet legally enforceable 
requirements . 

B. APPROPRIATION REQUEST FY 2013 ($000): 


CONTINUING ENVIRONMENTAL AND CARETAKER COSTS FY2013 

Military Construction 0 
Planning and Design 0 
Environmental 75,447 
Operation and Maintenance 4,446 
Homeowners Assistance Program 0 
TOTAL COSTS 79,893 
Homeowners Assistance Program 0 
Revenue From Land Sales 0 
Appropriation Request 79,893 


C. MISSION IMPACTS. Planned actions will have no adverse 
impact on the missions of affected organizations. 

D. CONJUNCTIVELY FUNDED PROJECTS. None. 
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BASE REAUGNMENT AND CLOSURE 95 
FIN/^iAL SUMMARY 
ARMY / fiiRtAY ROLL-UP 
(DOLLARS iN THOUSANDS) 



FY1996 

FY1997 

FY 1998 

FY1999 

FY 2000 

FY 2001 

TOTAL 

FY 96-01 

ONE-TIME IMPLEMENTATION COSTS: 

Military Construction 

84,631 

255,162 

90,973 

28,360 

39,260 

0 

498,386 

Family Housing 

0 

490 

390 

2,264 

0 

0 

3,144 

Construction 

0 

489 

0 

2,008 

0 

0 

2,497 

Operations 

0 

1 

390 

256 

0 

0 

647 

Environment 

59,062 

60,944 

196,308 

314,180 

107,258 

257,437 

995,189 

Operation and Maintenance 

80,920 

116,451 

113,588 

153,529 

24,770 

24,367 

513,625 

Military Personnel - PCS 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

6,023 

5,916 

8,118 

3,666 

0 

0 

23,723 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Financing Entry 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME COSTS 

230,636 

438,963 

409,377 

501,999 

171,288 

281,804 

2,034,068 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

771 

6,373 

7,144 

Financing Entry 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Financing Entry 

Revenue From Land Sales 

0 

0 

(16,605) 

(16,124) 

(21,360) 

0 

0 

(54,089) 

Appropriation Request 

230,636 

438,963 

392,772 

485,875 

150,699 

288,177 

1,987,123 

FUNDING OUTSIDE THE ACCOUNT: 

Military Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Family Housing 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Environmental 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operation and Maintenance 

17,413 

16,343 

21,397 

2,690 

2,163 

2,092 

62,098 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL OUTSIDE THE ACCOUNT 

17,413 

16,343 

21,397 

2,690 

2,163 

2,092 

62,098 

SAVINGS: 

Military Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Family Housing 

0 

230 

2,716 

4,184 

6,943 

7,666 

21,739 

Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operations 

0 

230 

2,716 

4,184 

6,943 

7,666 

21,739 

Operation and Maintenance 

19,910 

28,297 

135,646 

194,694 

273,658 

304,947 

957,152 

Military Personnel 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Civilian ES 

62 

2,434 

4,431 

4.919 

5,269 

6,330 

6,330 

Military ES 

0 

2 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

TOTAL SAVINGS 

19,910 

28,527 

138,362 

198,878 

280,601 

312,613 

978,891 

NET IMPLEMENTATION COSTS: 

Military Constnxtion 

84,631 

255,162 

90,973 

28,360 

39,260 

0 

498,386 

Family Housing 

0 

260 

(2,326) 

(1,920) 

(6,943) 

(7,666) 

(18,595) 

Construction 

0 

489 

0 

2,008 

0 

0 

2,497 

Operations 

0 

(229) 

(2,326) 

(3,928) 

(6,943) 

(7,666) 

(21,092) 

Environment 

59,062 

60,944 

196,308 

314,180 

107,258 

257,437 

995,189 

Operation and Maintenance 

78,423 

104,497 

(661) 

(38,475) 

(246,725) 

(278,488) 

(381,429) 

Military Personnel 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

6,023 

5,916 

8,118 

3,666 

0 

0 

23,723 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

771 

6,373 

7,144 

Revenue From Land Sales (-) 

0 

0 

(16,605) 

(16,124) 

(21,360) 

0 

(54,089) 

Financing Entry 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

NET IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 

228,139 

426,780 

275,807 

289,687 

(127,739) 

(22,344) 

1,070,330 


* $15,452 funded in PygS 


Exhibit BC-02 



293 


BASE REALrGNMENT /MD CLOSURE 95 
CONTINUING ENVIRONMENTW. RESTORATION AND CARETAKER COST 
ARMY / /mm FWH.L-UP 
(DOUJU^S IN THOUSANDS) 


TOTAL 


CONTINUING ENVIRONMENTAL AND 

CARETAKER COSTS 

FY 2002 

FY 2003 

FY 2004 

FY 2005 

FY 2006 

FY 2007 

FY 2008 

FY 2009 

FY 02-09 

Military Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,657 

4,657 

Planning and Design 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

240 

240 

Environmental 

156,848 

162,922 

64,500 

95,124 

107,095 

121,386 

96,993 

87,253 

892,121 

Operation and Maintenance 

20,817 

18,456 

10,050 

8,155 

10,449 

8,207 

8,256 

6,818 

91 ,208 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL COSTS 

177,665 

181,378 

74,550 

103,279 

117,544 

129,593 

105,249 

98,958 

983,225 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

351 

(14,835) 

(1.000) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

(15,484) 

Revenue From Land Sales 

(7,696) 

(7.720) 

0 

0 

(6,650) 

(12,880) 

(1,364) 

0 

(36,310) 

Appropriation Request 

170,320 

158,823 

73,550 

103,279 

110,894 

116,713 

103,885 

98,968 

936,432 


CONTINUING ENVIRONMENTAL AND 

CARETAKER COSTS 

FY 2010 

FY2011 

FY 2012 

FY2Q13 

TOTAL 

FY 02-13 

Military Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,657 

Planning and Design 

0 

0 

0 

0 

240 

Environmental 

136,905 

69,082 

66,072 

75,447 

1,239,627 

Operation and Maintenance 

5,315 

7,721 

4,644 

4,4^ 

113,334 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL COSTS 

142,220 

76,803 

70,716 

79,893 

1,357,857 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

(15,484) 

Revenue From Land Sales 

0 

0 

0 

0 

(36,310) 

Appropriation Request 

142,220 

76,803 

70,716 

79,893 

1,306,064 


3 
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BASE REAUGNMENT AND CLOSURE 95 
FINANCIAL SUMMARY 

ARMY / DEFENSE DISTRIBUTION DEPOT, MEMPHIS 
(DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS) 


TOTAL 

FY1996 FY 1997 FY1998 FY1999 FY 20Q0 FY 2001 FY 96-01 

ONE-TIME IMPLEMENTATION COSTS: 

Military Construction 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 


Family Housing 0 

Construction 0 

Operations 0 

Environment 0 

Operation and Maintenance 0 

Military Personnel - PCS 0 

Other 0 

Homeowners Assistance Program 0 

Financing Entry 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME COSTS 0 

Revenue From Land Sales 0 

Appropriation Request 0 

FUNDING OUTSIDE THE ACCOUNT: 

Military Construction 0 

Family Housing 0 

Construction 0 

Operations 0 

Environmental 0 

Operation and Maintenance 0 

Other 0 

Homeowners Assistance Program 0 

TOTAL OUTSIDE THE ACCOUNT 0 

SAVINGS: 

Military Construction 0 

Family Housing 0 

Construction 0 

Operations 0 

Operation and Maintenance 0 

Military Personnel 0 

Other 0 

Civilian ES 0 

Military ES 0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 

NET IMPLEMENTATION COSTS: 

Military Construction 0 

Family Housing 0 

Construction 0 

Operations 0 

Environment 0 

Operation and Maintenance 0 

Military Personnel 0 

Other 0 

Homeowners Assistance Program 0 

Revenue From Land Sales (-) 0 

Financing Entry 0 

NET IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 0 


0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 


0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 


0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 


0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 
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BASE REAUGNMENT CLOSURE 95 
CONTINUING ENVIRONMENT/U. RESTORATION AND CARETAKER COST 
ARMY / DEFENSE H^STRIBUTiON DEPOT, MEMPHIS 
(DOUARS IN 'mOUSANDS} 

TOTAL 



FY 2002 

FY2003 

FY2004 

FY2005 

FY200S 

FY2007 

FY2008 

FY2009 

FY 02-09 

CONTINUING ENVIRONMENTAL AND 










CARETAKER COSTS 










Environmental 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operation and Maintenance 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL COSTS 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Revenue From Land Sales 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

(Impropriation Request 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 


CONTINUING ENVIRONMENTAL AND 

CARETAKER COSTS 

FY 2010 

FY2011 

FY2012 

FY2013 

TOTAL 

FY 02-13 

Environmental 

0 

0 

1,129 

510 

1,639 

Operation and Maintenance 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL COSTS 

0 

0 

1,129 

510 

1,639 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Revenue From Land Sates 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Appropriation Request 

0 

0 

1,129 

510 

1,639 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 
PACKAGE DESCRIPTION 


Armv/Location/Packaae : Army/ Defense Distribution Depot Memphis, 
(DDMT) 

Closure Package : Pursuant to a Memorandum of Understanding 
between the Army and the Defense Logistics Agency (DLA) for the 
disposal of Army-owned DLA-operated properties, DLA transferred 
responsibility for the restoration program at the former Defense 
Distribution Depot Memphis, TN in 2011 to the Army. 

One-Time Implementation Costs: 

Military Construction: None . 

Coni unctiyelv- Funded Construction : None. 

Family Housing Construction : None. 

Family Housing Operations : None. 

Operation and Maintenance : None. 

Caretaker : None. 

Military Personnel : None. 

Other : None. 

Revenues from Land Sales : None. 

Environmental : All environmental sites are at Remedy in 
Place/Response Complete (RIP/RC) . The Army continues to operate 
the remedial systems and monitor the groundwater in accordance 
with the record of decision. The FY 2013 budget estimate is 
$0,510 million. 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 95 
FINANCIAL SUMMARY 

ARMY / DEFENSE DISTraBUTION DEPOT, OGDEN 
(DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS) 


TOTAL 

FY1996 FY1997 FY 1998 FY1999 FY 2000 FY 2001 FY 96-01 

ONE-TIME IMPLEMENTATION COSTS: 

Military Construction 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 


Family Housing 0 

Construction 0 

Operations 0 

Environment 0 

Operation and Maintenance 0 

Military Personnel - PCS 0 

Other 0 

Homeowners Assistance Program 0 

Financing Entry 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME COSTS 0 

Revenue From Land Sales 0 

Appropriation Request 0 

FUNDING OUTSIDE THE ACCOUNT: 

Military Construction 0 

Family Housing 0 

Construction 0 

Operations 0 

Environmental 0 

Operation and Maintenance 0 

Ofrier 0 

Homeowners Assistance Program 0 

TOTAL OUTSIDE THE ACCOUNT 0 

SAVINGS: 

Military Construction 0 

Family Housing 0 

Construction 0 

Operations 0 

Operation and Maintenance 0 

Military Personnel 0 

Other 0 

Civilian ES 0 

Military ES 0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 

NET IMPLEMENTATION COSTS: 

Military Construction 0 

Family Housing 0 

Construction 0 

Operations 0 

Environment 0 

Operation and Maintenance 0 

Military Personnel 0 

Other 0 

Homeowners Assistance Program 0 

Revenue From Land Sales (-) 0 

Financing Entry 0 

NET IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 0 


0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 


0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 


0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 


0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 
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BASE REALIGNM0jT AND CLOSURE 95 
CONTINUING ENVIRON MENTM. RESTOI?AnC»j AND CARETAKER COST 
ARMY / DEFENSE OtSTRIBUTION DEPOT, OGDEN 
(DOLLARS IN 'mOUSANDS) 


TOTAL 


CONTINUING ENVIRONMENTAL AND 
CARETAKER COSTS 

FY2002 

FY 2003 

FY 2004 

FY 200S 

FY 2008 

FY 2007 

FY 2008 

FY2009 

FY 02-09 

Environmental 

0 

815 

1,274 

1,534 

963 

928 

997 

875 

7,384 

Operation and Maintenance 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Homeovi^ners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL COSTS 

0 

815 

1,274 

1,534 

963 

926 

997 

875 

7,384 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Revenue From Land Sales 

0 

ISSS) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

(680) 

Appropriation Request 

0 

135 

1,274 

1.534 

963 

926 

997 

875 

6,704 



FY 2010 

FY 2011 

FY 2012 

FY2013 

TOTAL 

FY 02-13 

CONTINUING ENVIRONMENTAL AND 

CARETAKER COSTS 

Environmental 

2,472 

1,153 

906 

906 

12,821 

Operation and Maintenance 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL COSTS 

2,472 

1,153 

906 

906 

12,821 

Homeownei^ Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Revenue From Land Sales 

0 

0 

0 

0 

(680) 

Appropriation Request 

2,472 

1,153 

906 

906 

12,141 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 
PACKAGE DESCRIPTION 


Armv/Location/Packaae : Army/Defense Distribution Depot Ogden, 
(DDOU) 

Closure Package : Pursuant to a Memorandum of Understanding 
between the Army and the Defense Logistics Agency (DLA) for the 
disposal of Army-owned DLA-operated properties, DLA transferred 
responsibility for the restoration program at the former Defense 
Distribution Depot Ogden, UT in 2002 to the Army. 

One-Time Implementation Costs: 

Military Construction: None . 

Conjunctively- Funded Construction : None. 

Family Housing Construction : None . 

Family Housing Operations : None. 

Operation and Maintenance : None. 

Caretaker : None. 

Military Personnel : None. 

Other: None. 

Revenues from Land Sales : None. 

Environmental : All environmental sites are at Remedy in 
Place/Response Complete (RIP/RC) . The Army continues to operate 
the remedial systems and monitor the groundwater in accordance 
with the record of decision. The FY 2013 budget estimate is 
$0,906 million. 
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BASE REALK^MENT AND CLOSURE 95 
FINANCIAL SUMMARY 
ARMY / FORT MCCLELLAN 
(DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS) 



FY 1996 

FY 1997 

FY 1998 

FY 1999 

FY 2000 

FY 2001 

TOTAL 
FY 96-01 

ONE-TIME IMPLEMENTATION COSTS: 

Military Construction 

0 

197,413 

28,311 

5,511 

15,196 

0 

246,431 

Family Housing 

0 

489 

0 

0 

0 

0 

489 

Construction 

0 

489 

0 

0 

0 

0 

489 

Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Environment 

4,064 

4,261 

13,281 

39,507 

19,223 

17,036 

97,372 

Operation and Maintenance 

758 

713 

15,327 

33,377 

966 

205 

51,346 

Military Personnel - PCS 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

0 

0 

1,769 

1,151 

0 

0 

2,910 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Financing Entry 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME COSTS 

4,822 

202,876 

58.678 

79,546 

35,385 

17,241 

398,548 

Revenue From Land Sales 

0 

0 

0 

0 

(460} 

0 

(460) 

Appropriation Request 

4,822 

202,876 

58,678 

79,546 

34,925 

17,241 

398,088 

FUNDING OUTSIDE THE ACCOUNT: 

Military Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Family Housing 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Environmental 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operation and Maintenance 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL OUTSIDE THE ACCOUNT 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

SAVINGS: 

Military Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Family Housing 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,488 

2,546 

5.034 

Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,488 

2,546 

5,034 

Operation and Maintenance 

0 

0 

0 

0 

22,107 

28,947 

51,064 

Military Personnel 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Civilian ES 

0 

0 

316 

316 

316 

316 

316 

Military ES 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 

0 

0 

0 

0 

24,595 

31,493 

56,088 

NET IMPLEMENTATION COSTS; 

Military Construction 

0 

197,413 

28,311 

5,511 

15,196 

0 

246,431 

Family Housing 

0 

489 

0 

0 

(2,488) 

(2,546) 

(4,545) 

Construction 

0 

489 

0 

0 

0 

0 

489 

Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

(2.488) 

(2.546) 

(5,034) 

Environment 

4.064 

4,261 

13,281 

39,507 

19,223 

17,036 

97,372 

Operation and Maintenance 

758 

713 

15,327 

33,377 

(21.141) 

(28,742) 

292 

Military Personnel 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

0 

0 

1,759 

1,151 

0 

0 

2,910 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Revenue From Land Sales (-) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

(460) 

0 

(460) 

Financing Entry 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

NET IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 

4,822 

202,876 

58,678 

79,546 

10,330 

(14.25'2) 

342,000 
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BASE REAUGNMB<T AND CLOSURE S5 
CONTINUING ENVIRONMENTAL f^STORAHON AND CARETAKER COST 
ARMY / FORT MCCLELLAN 
(DOLLARS m THOUSANDS) 

TOTAL 


CONTINUING ENVIRONMENTAL AND 

CARETAKER COSTS 

FY 2002 

FY 2009 

FY2Q04 

FY20QS 

FY200e 

FY2007 

FY 2008 

FY2009 

FY 02-09 

Environmental 

14,969 

52,200 

3,749 

5,367 

3,331 

44,0^ 

7,182 

2,633 

133,570 

Operation and Maintenance 

4,572 

2,771 

87S 

260 

163 

196 

229 

202 

9,268 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL COSTS 

19,541 

54,971 

4,624 

5,627 

3,484 

44,235 

7,411 

2,885 

142,838 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Revenue From Land Sales 

(M) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

(39) 

Appropriation Request 

19,502 

54,971 

4,624 

5,627 

3,494 

44,285 

7,411 

2,885 

142,799 


CONTINUING ENVIRONMENTAL AND 

CARETAKER COSTS 

FY2010 

FY2011 

FY2012 

FY2013 

TOTAL 

FY 02-13 

Environmental 

32,030 

15,550 

3,840 

24,338 

209,328 

Operation and Maintenance 

213 

487 

487 

487 

10,942 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL COSTS 

32,243 

16,037 

4,327 

24, KS 

220,270 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Revenue From Land Sales 

0 

0 

0 

0 

(39) 

Appropriation Request 

32,243 

16,037 

4,327 

24,825 

220,231 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 
PACKAGE DESCRIPTION 

Armv/Location/Packaae : Army/Missouri, South Carolina/Fort 

McClellan, Alabama. 

Closure Package : Close Fort McClellan, except minimum essential 
land and facilities for a Reserve Component enclave and minimum 
essential facilities, as necessary, to provide auxiliary support 
to the chemical demilitarization operation at Anniston Army 
Depot, Alabama. Relocate the U.S. Army Chemical and Military 
Police Schools to Fort Leonard Wood, Missouri upon receipt of the 
required permits. Relocate the Defense Polygraph Institute 
(DODPI) to Fort Jackson, South Carolina. License Pelham Range 
and current Guard facilities to the Alabama Army National Guard. 

One-Time Implementation Costs : 

Military Construction : None. 

Conjunctively- Funded Construction : None. 

Family Housing Construction : None. 

Family Housing Operations : None. 

Operation and Maintenance : None. 

Caretaker: These funds are for routine maintenance, repair, 

and utilities for the vacant buildings. Caretaker functions will 
continue until properties are conveyed to the local community. 

The FY 2013 budget estimate is $0,487 million. 

Military Personnel : None. 

Other : None. 

Revenues from Land Sales: None. 


Savings : 

Military Construction : None. 

Family Housing Construction : None. 
Family Housing Operations : 

Operation and Maintenance : None. 
Military Personnel : None. 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 
PACKAGE DESCRIPTION 
(Continued) 


Other : None. 

Environmental : 


a. NEPA: The Army completed the Environmental Impact Study 
(EIS) at Fort Leonard Wood in the spring of FY 1997. The final 
EIS for the disposal of Fort McClellan was published in September 
1998 . The Record of Decision (ROD) was signed on 25 June 1999 . 

b. Environmental Baseline Survey: The Army completed the 
Environmental Baseline Study (EBS) at Fort McClellan and 
determined the Environmental Condition of the Property (ECOP) 
available for reuse with the closure of Fort McClellan in 
September 1999. 

c. Cleanup: The Army has followed the EBS with the 
appropriate studies needed to determine the remedial actions as 
required based on reuse scenarios. Numerous sites have been 
identified for remedial actions which are ongoing at sites with 
Unexploded Ordnance (UXO) and Hazardous Toxic Radiological Waste 
(HTRW) contaminants. An Environmental Services Cooperative 

Agreement (ESCA) was awarded in FY 2007 for $181 million to be 
paid out over multiple years. The remedial investigation and 
interim actions are on-going at various sites in Fort McClellan. 
The FY 2013 budget estimate is $24,338 million. 
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BASE REAUGNMENT AND CLOSURE 95 
FINANCIAL SUMMARY 
ARMY /FORT RITCHIE 
(DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS) 


TOTAL 


ONE-TIME IMPLEMENTATION COSTS: 

FY 1996 

FY1997 

FY1998 

FY 1999 

FY 2000 

FY2001 

FY 96-01 

Military Construction 

20,488 

11,454 

754 

2,589 

0 

0 

35,285 

Family Housing 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Environment 

2,113 

520 

4,356 

6,154 

561 

263 

13,967 

Operation and Maintenance 

139 

1,326 

4,043 

2,308 

305 

245 

8,366 

Military Personnel - PCS 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

428 

344 

328 

0 

0 

0 

1,100 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Financing Entry 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME COSTS 

23,168 

13,644 

9,481 

11,051 

866 

508 

58,718 

Revenue From Land Sales 

0 

0 

(39) 

(15) 

0 

0 

(54) 

Appropriation Request 

23,168 

13,644 

9,442 

11,036 

866 

508 

58,664 

FUNDING OUTSIDE THE ACCOUNT: 

Military Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Family Housing 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Environmental 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operation and Maintenance 

572 

292 

212 

0 

0 

0 

1,076 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL OUTSIDE THE ACCOUNT 

572 

292 

212 

0 

0 

0 

1,076 

SAVINGS: 

Military Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Family Housing 

0 

0 

606 

0 

0 

0 

606 

Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operations 

0 

0 

606 

0 

0 

0 

606 

Operation and Maintenance 

0 

0 

2,748 

11,201 

11,447 

12,411 

37,807 

Military Personnel 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Civilian ES 

0 

0 

164 

164 

164 

182 

182 

Military ES 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 

0 

0 

3,354 

11,201 

11,447 

12,411 

38,413 

NET IMPLEMENTATION COSTS: 

Military Construction 

20,488 

11,454 

754 

2,589 

0 

0 

35,285 

Family Housing 

0 

0 

(60S) 

0 

0 

0 

(606) 

Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operations 

0 

0 

(606) 

0 

0 

0 

(606) 

Environment 

2,113 

520 

4,356 

6,154 

561 

263 

13,967 

Operation and Maintenance 

711 

1,618 

1,507 

(8,893) 

(11,142) 

(12,166) 

(28,365) 

Military Personnel 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

428 

344 

328 

0 

0 

0 

1,100 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Revenue From Land Sales {-) 

0 

0 

(39) 

(15) 

0 

0 

(54) 

Financing Entry 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

NET IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 

23,740 

13,936 

6,300 

(165) 

(io,se4) 

(11,9031 

21,327 
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BASE REAU<»4MENT CLOSURE 95 
CONTINUING ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION AND CARETAKER COST 
ARMY / FORT RITCHIE 
(DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS) 


TOTAL 


CONTINUING ENVIRONMENTAL AND 

CARETAKER COSTS 

FY 2002 

FY 7003 

FY2(MU 

FYTOOS 

FY 2006 

FY 2007 

FY 2008 

FY 7009 

FY 07-09 

Environmental 

4,933 

81 

126 

332 

125 

468 

2,357 

0 

8,422 

Operation and Maintenance 

310 

2,019 

294 

218 

702 

197 

0 

0 

3,740 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL COSTS 

5,243 

2,1IK) 

420 

550 

827 

665 

2,357 

0 

12,162 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Revenue From Land Sales 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Appropriation Request 

5,243 

2,100 

420 

550 

827 

665 

2,357 

0 

12,162 


CONTINUING ENVIRONMENTAL AND 

CARETAKER COSTS 

FY2010 

FY2011 

Fy2012 

FY2013 

TOTAL 

FY 02-13 

Environmental 

161 

98 

1,183 

51 

9.915 

Operation and Maintenance 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,740 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL COSTS 

161 

98 

1,183 

51 

13,655 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Revenue From Land Sales 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Appropriation Request 

161 

98 

1,183 

51 

13,655 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 
PACKAGE DESCRIPTION 

Armv/Location/Package : Army/Maryland/Fort Ritchie. 

Closure Package : Close Fort Ritchie except for a National Guard 
enclave. Relocate the 1111th Signal Battalion and 1108th Signal 
Brigade to Fort Detrick, Maryland. Relocate Information Systems 
Engineering Command elements to Fort Huachuca, Arizona. 

One-Time Implementation Costs: 

Military Construction : None. 

Conjunctively- Funded Construction : None. 

Family Housing Construction : None. 

Family Housing Operations : None. 

Operation and Maintenance : None. 

Caretaker : None. 

Military Personnel : None. 

Other : None. 

Revenues from Land Sales : None. 

Savinas : 

Military Construction : None. 

Family Housing Construction : None. 

Family Hoii.sina Operations : None. 

Operation and Maintenance : None. 

Military Personnel : None. 

Other : None. 

Environmental : 

The Army funded an Environmental Baseline Survey (EBS) in FY 
1996 to determine the extent of asbestos, lead-based paint, 
underground storage tanks and grounds cleanup associated with the 


Exhibit BC-03 



307 


BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 
PACKAGE DESCRIPTION 
(Continued) 


installation, including the former impact area and skeet range. 

The Unexploded Ordnance (UXO) Archive Search Report (ASR) 
was completed in December 1996. An Ordnance & Explosives Site 
Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis (EE/CA) for UXO was 
initiated in 1998 and completed in September 1999. Review and 
approval of the EE/CA and Explosive Safety Submission (ESS) by 
U.S. Army Technical Center for Explosive Safety (USATCES) and DoD 
Explosives Safety Board (DDESB) were completed in FY 2001 and UXO 
cleanup began later that year. The removal action was completed 
in FY 2006. Final disposal of property occurred in FY 2007. 

An Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) was completed for 
disposal of excess real property at Fort Ritchie, Maryland with a 
Record of Decision (ROD) signed in July 1998. An Environmental 
Assessment (EA) was prepared and a Finding of No Significant 
Impact (FONSI) signed in June 1996 for realignment action to Fort 
Detrick, Maryland. A Supplemental Environmental Assessment (EA) , 
which addressed changes in construction subsequent to the June 
1996 FONSI, was completed and a FONSI signed in March 1997. A 
separate EA was completed for realignment actions to Fort 
Huachuca, Arizona with a FONSI signed May 1997. 

The Army conducted a Treatability Study to determine the 
effectiveness of sodium permanganate injection on eliminating 
TCE/PCE/VC contamination from the former Motor Pool. Full-scale 
treatment began in FY 2002 and annual monitoring continues 
through 2016. The FY 2013 budget estimate is $0,051 million. 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 95 
FINANCIAL SUMMARY 
ARMY / HAMILTON ARMY AIRFIELD 
(DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS) 


TOTAL 


ONE-TIME IMPLEMENTATION COSTS: 

FY1996 

FY 1997 

FY 1998 

FY1999 

FY 2000 

FY 2001 

FY 96-01 

Military Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Family Housing 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Environment 

0 

0 

3,266 

6,555 

684 

7,642 

18,147 

Operation and Maintenance 

38 

194 

0 

0 

51 

33 

316 

Military Personnel - PCS 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Financing Entry 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME COSTS 

38 

194 

3,266 

6,555 

735 

7,675 

18,463 

Revenue From Land Sales 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Appropriation Request 

38 

194 

3,266 

6,555 

735 

7,675 

18,463 

FUNDING OUTSIDE THE ACCOUNT: 

Military Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Family Housing 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Environmental 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operation and Maintenance 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL OUTSIDE THE ACCOUNT 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

SAVINGS: 

Military Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Family Housing 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operation and Maintenance 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Military Personnel 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Civilian ES 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Military ES 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

NET IMPLEMENTATION COSTS: 

Military Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Family Housing 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Environment 

0 

0 

3,266 

6,555 

684 

7,642 

18,147 

Operation and Maintenance 

38 

194 

0 

0 

51 

33 

316 

Military Personnel 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Revenue From Land Sales (-) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Financing Entry 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

NET IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 

38 

194 

3,266 

6,555 

735 

7,675 

18,463 
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CONTINUING 


BASE 


ARMY / HAMILTON 
(DOLLARS IN Tl 


FY 2002 FY 2003 FY2004 

CONTINUING ENVIRONMENTAL AND 
CARETAKER COSTS 

Environmental 325 409 471 

Operation and Maintenance 53 14 0 

Homeowners Assistance Program 0 0 0 

TOTAL COSTS 378 423 471 

Homeowners Assistance Program 0 0 0 

Revenue From Land Sales 0 0 0 

Appropriation Request 378 423 471 


FY 2010 FY 2011 FY2012 

CONTINUING ENVIRONMENTAL AND 
CARETAKER COSTS 

Environmental 0 0 114 

Operation and Maintenance 0 0 0 

Homeowners Assistance Program 0 0 0 

TOTAL COSTS 0 0 114 

Homeowners Assistance Program 0 0 0 

Revenue From Land Sales 0 0 0 

Appropriation Request 0 0 114 



Exhibit BC-04 



310 


BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 
PACKAGE DESCRIPTION 

Armv/Location/Packaae : Army/California/Hamilton Army Airfield 

Closure Package ; Close Hamilton Army Airfield, CA. 

One-Time Implementation Costs : 

Military Construction : None. 

Conjunctively- Funded Construction : None. 

Family Housing Construction : None. 

Family Housing Operations : None. 

Operation and Maintenance : None. 

Caretaking : None. 

Military Personnel : None. 

Other : None. 

Revenues from Land Sales : None. 

Environmental : Remediation of all environmental sites is 
complete. Long term monitoring of tidal wetlands area continues. 
The FY 2013 budget estimate is $0,112 million. 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 95 
FINANCIAL SUMMARY 
ARMY / LETTERKENNY ARMY DEPOT 
(DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS) 


TOTAL 


ONE-TIME IMPLEMENTATION COSTS: 

FY1996 

FY 1997 

FY1998 

FY 1999 

FY 2000 

FY 2001 

FY 96-01 

Military Construction 

0 

0 

0 

1,097 

6,490 

0 

7,587 

Family Housing 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Environment 

2,367 

1,899 

7,919 

3,243 

2,492 

4,431 

22,351 

Operation and Maintenance 

6,800 

11,942 

18,642 

26,742 

2,798 

288 

67,212 

Military Personnel - PCS 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

104 

2,600 

2,085 

633 

0 

0 

5,422 

Homeowrners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Financing Entry 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME COSTS 

9,271 

16,441 

28,646 

31,715 

11,780 

4,719 

102,572 

Revenue From Land Sales 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Appropriation Request 

9,271 

16,441 

28,646 

31,715 

11,780 

4,719 

102,572 

FUNDING OUTSIDE THE ACCOUNT: 

Military Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Family Housing 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Environmental 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operation and Maintenance 

0 

0 

603 

0 

0 

0 

603 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL OUTSIDE THE ACCOUNT 

0 

0 

603 

0 

0 

0 

603 

SAVINGS: 

Military Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Family Housing 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operation and Maintenance 

0 

0 

14,777 

17,41$ 

40,343 

41,273 

113,809 

Military Personnel 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Civilian ES 

62 

80 

293 

293 

293 

1,281 

1,281 

Military ES 

0 

2 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

TOTAL SAVINGS 

0 

0 

14,777 

17,416 

40,343 

41,273 

113,809 

NET IMPLEMENTATION COSTS: 

Military Construction 

0 

0 

0 

1,097 

6,490 

0 

7,587 

Family Housing 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Environment 

2,367 

1,899 

7,919 

3,243 

2,492 

4,431 

22,351 

Operation and Maintenance 

6,800 

11,942 

4,468 

9,326 

(37,545) 

(40,985) 

(45,994) 

Military Personnel 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

104 

2,600 

2,085 

633 

0 

0 

5,422 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Revenue From Land Sales (-) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Financing Entry 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

NET IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 

9,271 

16,441 

14,472 

14,299 

(28,563) 

(36,554) 

(10,634) 
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BASE REM-iGNfieNT a.OSURE 95 
CONTINUING ENVIRONIVENTAL I^STORATJON AND CARETAKER COST 
ARMY / l.ETTEro<EI#jy ARMY DEPOT 
IN THCHJSAfiU:^) 

TOTAL 


/'r>MTIRII liMrt CM\/IDnMll/ICMTAI ARin 

FY 2002 

FY 2003 

FY 2004 

FY200S 

FY 2006 

FY 2007 

FY 2008 

FY 2009 

FY 02-09 

CARETAKFR COSTS 

Environmental 

1,355 

1,310 

694 

1,020 

1,024 

257 

924 

395 

6,979 

Operation and Maintenance 

450 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

450 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL COSTS 

1,805 

1,310 

694 

1,020 

1,024 

257 

924 

395 

7,429 

Homeovmers Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Revenue From Land Sales 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Appropriation Request 

1,805 

1,310 

694 

1,020 

1,024 

257 

924 

395 

7,429 


CONTINUING ENVIRONMENTAL. AND 

CARETAKER COSTS 

FY2010 

FY2Q11 

FY2012 

FY2013 

TOTAL 
FY 02-13 

Environmental 

SSS 

359 

821 

61 

8,775 

Operation and Maintenance 

0 

0 

0 

0 

450 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

Q 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL COSTS 

555 

359 

821 

61 

9,225 

HomeovMiers Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Revenue From Land Sales 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Appropriation Request 

555 

359 

821 

61 

9,225 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 
PACKAGE DESCRIPTION 


Armv/Locati on /Package : Army/Pennsylvania/Letterkenny Army Depot. 

Closure Package : Realign Letterkenny Army Depot by transferring 
the towed and self propelled combat vehicle mission to Anniston 
Army Depot, Alabama. Retain an enclave for conventional 
ammunition storage and tactical missile disassembly and storage. 
Change the 1993 Commission's decision regarding the consolidation 
of tactical missile maintenance at Letterkenny by transferring 
missile guidance system workload to Tobyhanna Army Depot, 
Pennsylvania or private sector commercial activities. 

Note: This package includes funding to disestablish the Defense 

Distribution Depot, Letterkenny, Pennsylvania, by relocating to 
the Defense Distribution Depot-Susquehanna (formerly New 
Cumberland Army Depot) , Susquehanna, Pennsylvania and to optimize 
storage space within the DoD Distribution System. This package 
also includes funding for all BRAC 95 Defense Logistics Agency 
(DLA) actions supported by Army. 

One-Time Implementation Costs: 

Military Construction : None. 

Conjunctively- Funded Construction : None. 

Family Housing Construction : None. 

Family Housing Operations : None. 

Operation and Maintenance : None. 

Caretaker : None. 

Military Personnel : None. 

Other : None. 

Revenues from Land Sales : None. 


Savings : 

Military Construction : None. 

Family Housing Construction : None. 


Exhibit BC-03 



314 


BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 
PACKAGE DESCRIPTION 
(Continued) 


Family Housing Operations : None. 

Operation and Maintenance : None. 

Military Personnel : None . 

Other : None. 

Environmental : The Army completed the Environmental 

Assessment (EA) at Anniston Army Depot in support of the towed 
and wheeled vehicle workload transition in June 1996. The 
Letterkenny Disposal and Reuse EA were completed in January 1998. 
The Record of Environmental Consideration (REC) at TYAD for 
relocation of the tactical missile guidance system workload was 
completed in September 1998. 

Continued funding of environmental investigations and cleanup are 
required at Letterkenny to comply with all applicable 
environmental laws and regulations. The FY 2013 budget estimate 
is $0,061 million. 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 95 
FINANCIAL SUMMARY 
ARMY / OAKLAND ARMY BASE 
(DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS) 


TOTAL 


ONE-TIMF IMPLEMFNTATION COSTS: 

FY 1996 

FY 1997 

FY 1998 

FY 1999 

FY 2000 

FY 2001 

FY 96-01 

Military Construction 

0 

0 

2,928 

0 

0 

0 

2,928 

Family Housing 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Environment 

1,123 

700 

10,991 

1,510 

341 

1,661 

16,326 

Operation and Maintenance 

1,255 

1,561 

2,422 

6,391 

0 

0 

11,629 

Military Personnel - PCS 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Homeovirners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Financing Entry 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME COSTS 

2,378 

2,261 

16,341 

7,901 

341 

1,661 

30,883 

Revenue From Land Sales 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Appropriation Request 

2,378 

2,261 

16,341 

7,901 

341 

1,661 

30,883 

FUNDING OUTSIDE THE ACCOUNT; 

Military Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Family Housing 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Environmental 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operation and Maintenance 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL OUTSIDE THE ACCOUNT 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

SAVINGS: 

Military Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Family Housing 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operation and Maintenance 

0 

0 

5,287 

7,896 

10,504 

10,504 

34,191 

Military Personnel 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Civilian ES 

0 

113 

113 

113 

113 

113 

113 

Military ES 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 

0 

0 

5,287 

7,896 

10,504 

10,504 

34,191 

NET IMPLEMENTATION COSTS: 

Military Construction 

0 

0 

2,928 

0 

0 

0 

2,928 

Family Housing 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Environment 

1,123 

700 

10,991 

1,510 

341 

1,661 

16,326 

Operation and Maintenance 

1,255 

1,561 

(2,8651 

(1,S0S) 

(10,504) 

(10,504) 

(22,562) 

Military Personnel 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Revenue From Land Sales (-) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Financing Entry 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

NET IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 

2,378 

2,261 

11,054 

5 

(10,163) 

( 8 , 843 ) 

(3,308) 
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BASE RE/U.I(^MENT>i 
CONTiNUiNG ENVIRONMENTS. RESTO 
ARMY /OAKLAND 
(DOLLS?S IN TH* 


CONTINUING ENVIRONMENTAL AND 

CARETAKER COSTS 

FY 2002 

FY 2003 

FY2004 

Environmental 

15,369 

1,427 

0 

QDeration and Maintenance 

0 

0 

0 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL COSTS 

15,389 

1,427 

0 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

Revenue From Land Sales 

0 

0 

0 

Appropriation Request 

15,369 

1,427 

0 


CONTINUING ENVIRONMENTAL AND 

CARETAKER COSTS 

FY 2010 

FY 2011 

FY2012 

Environmental 

0 

67 

202 

Operation and Maintenance 

5 

3 

0 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL COSTS 

5 

70 

202 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

Revenue From Land Sales 

0 

0 

0 

Appropriation Request 

5 

70 

202 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 
PACKAGE DESCRIPTION 


Armv/Location /Package ; Army/California/Oakland Army Base. 

Closure Package ; Close Oakland Army Base, California. Relocate 
Military Traffic Management Command - Western Area Command 
Headquarters to form a new Deployment Support Command at Fort 
Eustis, Virginia. Relocate the 1302nd Major Port Command {now 
called the 834'" US Army Transportation Battalion) to Naval 
Weapons Station-Concord, California. Enclave Army Reserve 
elements . 

One-Time Implementation Costs: 

Military Construction: None . 

Conjunctively- Funded Construction : None. 

Family Housing Construction : None. 

Family Housing Operations : None. 

Operation and Maintenance : None. 

Military Personnel : None. 

Other : None. 

Revenne.s from Land Sales : None. 

Savings : 

Military Construction : None. 

Family Housing Construction : None. 

Family Housing Operations : None. 

Operation and Maintenance : None. 

Military Personnel : None. 

Other: None. 

Environmental : 


a. NEPA: An Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) was 
prepared for property disposal actions at Oakland Army Base. The 
Draft EIS comment period ended on 18 January 2000. Completion 
delayed pending resolution of local reuse issues. Supplemental 
draft EIS was published in July 2001 followed by the final EIS 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 
PACKAGE DESCRIPTION 
(Continued) 

and Record of Decision (ROD) . 

Fort Eustis, VA, has been selected as the relocation site and an 
Environmental Assessment (EA) has been completed with a Finding 
of No Significant Impact (FONSI) . The EA results were advertised 
in the Federal Register and the 30-day period for comment ended 
on 15 September 1997. 

b. Cleanup: An Environmental Baseline Survey (EBS) has been 
completed to determine initial site characterization. The Army 
entered into an Environmental Service Cooperative Agreement 
(ESCA) with the City of Oakland in September 2002. Early 
transfer under the Section 334 legislation was completed in 
August 2003. Monitoring of completed remediation investigation 
is underway at Oakland Army Base. The FY 2013 budget estimate is 
$0,337 million. 

c. Cultural/Natural Resources: Appropriate studies and 
consultation were completed at the disposal location. The 
Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) was included in the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) . 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 95 
FINANCIAL SUMMARY 
ARMY / MINOR FORSCOM SITES 
(DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS) 


TOTAL 


ONE-TIME IMPLEMENTATION COSTS: 

FY 1996 

FY1997 

FY 1998 

FY 1999 

FY2000 

FY 2001 

FY 96-01 

Military Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Family Housing 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Environment 

5,256 

1,034 

587 

793 

627 

2,126 

10,423 

Operation and Maintenance 

89 

163 

849 

0 

0 

25 

1,126 

Military Personnel - PCS 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Financing Entry 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME COSTS 

5,345 

1,197 

1,436 

793 

627 

2,151 

11,549 

Revenue From Land Sales 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Appropriation Request 

5,345 

1,197 

1,436 

793 

627 

2,151 

11,549 

FUNDING OUTSIDE THE ACCOUNT: 

Military Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Family Housing 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Environmental 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operation and Maintenance 

0 

313 

0 

0 

0 

0 

313 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL OUTSIDE THE ACCOUNT 

0 

313 

0 

0 

0 

0 

313 

SAVINGS: 

Military Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Family Housing 

0 

0 

37 

0 

0 

0 

37 

Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operations 

0 

0 

37 

0 

0 

0 

37 

Operation and Maintenance 

0 

0 

96 

96 

500 

500 

1,192 

Military Personnel 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Civilian £S 

0 

0 

117 

117 

117 

117 

117 

Military ES 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 

0 

0 

133 

96 

500 

500 

1,229 

NET IMPLEMENTATION COSTS: 

Military Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Family Housing 

0 

0 

(37) 

0 

0 

0 

(37) 

Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operations 

0 

0 

(37) 

0 

0 

0 

(37) 

Environment 

5,256 

1,034 

587 

793 

627 

2,126 

10,423 

Operation and Maintenance 

89 

476 

753 

(96) 

(500) 

( 475 ) 

247 

Military Personnel 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Revenue From Land Sales (-) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Financing Entry 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

NET IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 

5,345 

1,510 

1,303 

697 

127 

1,651 

10,633 
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CONTINUING 


^ONKENTAL RESTC 
ARMY/ MINOR FOF 
(DOLi^S IN TTH 


FY 2002 FY2003 FYa»4 

CONTINUING ENVIRONMENTAL AND 
CARETAKER COSTS 

Environmental 501 396 75 

Operation and Maintenance 0 0 0 

Homeowners Assistance Program 0 0 0 

TOTAL COSTS 501 396 75 

Homeowners Assistance Program 0 0 0 

Revenue From Land Sales 0 0 0 

Appropriation Request 501 396 75 


FY20i0 FY 2011 FY2012 

CONTINUING ENVIRONMENTAL AND 
CARETAKER COSTS 

Environmental 0 75 82 

Operation and Maintenance 0 0 0 

Homeowners Assistance Program 0 0 0 

TOTAL COSTS 0 75 82 

Homeowners Assistance Program 0 0 0 

Revenue From Land Sates 0 0 0 

Appropriation Request 0 75 82 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 
PACKAGE DESCRIPTION 

Armv/Locati on /Package ; Army/Montana/Florida/Massachusetts/North 

Carolina/Fort Missoula/Big Coppett Key/Hingham Cohasset/Sudbury 
Training Annex/Recreation Center #2. Minor FORSCOM sites. 

Closure Package : Includes closure and disposal of; 

o Close Fort Missoula, except an enclave for minimum essential 
land and facilities to support the Reserve Component units. 

o Close Big Coppett Key. 

o Close Hingham Cohasset. 

o Close Sudbury Training Annex. 

o Close Recreation Center #2, Fayetteville, NorthCarolina . 

One-Time Implementation Costs : 

Military Construction : None. 

Conjunctively- Funded Construction : None. 

Family Housing Construction : None. 

Family Housing Operations : None. 

Operation and Maintenance : None. 

Caretaker : None. 

Military Personnel : None. 

Other : None. 

Revenues from Land Sales : None. 

Military Construction : None. 

Savings : 

Family Housing Construction : None. 

Family Housing Operations : None. 

Operation and Maintenance : None. 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 
PACKAGE DESCRIPTION 
(Continued) 


Military Personnel : None. 

Other : None. 

Environmental : 

Environmental Assessment (EA) and Finding of Suitability to 
Transfer (FOST) have been completed for the disposal and reuse of 
excess property at Fort Missoula and the installation has been 
closed and all property transfers completed. EA has been completed 
for Hingham Cohasset and Recreation Center #2. Records of 
Environmental Consideration have been completed at Sudbury 
Training Annex with parcel transferred to U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service (USFWS) in FY 2001 and parcel transferred to Air Force in 
FY 2002; remaining Sudbury Training Annex transferred to Federal 
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) . Environmental and transfer 
actions at Big Coppett Key are complete. 

The Army has completed an Environmental Baseline Survey (EBS) at 
each of these closing locations. All restoration work has been 
completed for Fort Missoula, Recreation Center # 2, and Sudbury 
Training Annex. Groundwater (GW) work at Recreation Center # 2 
will be done by the city of Fayetteville, which has been identified 
as the Potentially Responsible Party (RP) . A Guaranteed Fixed 
Price Guaranteed Remediation contract was executed during FY 2001 
to complete the remaining assessment and cleanup work at Hingham 
Cohasset . 

A National Historic Preservation Act Section 106 Memorandum of 
Agreement (MOA) has been concluded for Fort Missoula, Montana. In 
accordance with this agreement document, the Army attached a 
historic preservation covenant to the deeds of all National 
Register properties transferred to non-federal entities. This 
covenant required the new owner to preserve the historic properties 
and to consult with the Montana State Historical Preservation 
Office (SHPO) prior to undertaking any actions that might affect 
their integrity. This does not require the Army to conduct any 
other preservation measures for Fort Missoula National Register 
properties . 

All environmental restoration has been completed and all BRAC 
property has been disposed at Fort Missoula, Hingham Cohasset, 
Recreation #2, Sudbury Training Annex, and Big Coppett Key. 

Sudbury Training Annex restoration actions are complete and only 
Long Term Monitoring requirements remain. The FY 2013 budget 
estimate is $.078 million. 
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BASE REAUGNMENT AND CLOSURE 95 
FINANCIAL SUMMARY 
ARMY / MINOR FORT D!X SITES 
(DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS) 


TOTAL 


ONE-TIME IMPLEMENTATION COSTS: 

FY 1996 

FY 1997 

FY1998 

FY1999 

FY 2000 

FY 2001 

FY 96-01 

Military Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Family Housing 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Environment 

1,143 

2,039 

1,040 

1,335 

2,960 

107 

8,624 

Operation and Maintenance 

107 

282 

39 

11 

0 

117 

556 

Military Personnel - PCS 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Financing Entry 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME COSTS 

1,250 

2,321 

1,079 

1,346 

2,960 

224 

9,180 

Revenue From Land Sales 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Appropriation Request 

1,250 

2,321 

1,079 

1,346 

2,960 

224 

9,180 

FUNDING OUTSIDE THE ACCOUNT; 

Military Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Family Housing 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Environmental 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operation and Maintenance 

0 

177 

0 

0 

0 

0 

177 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL OUTSIDE THE ACCOUNT 

0 

177 

0 

0 

0 

0 

177 

SAVINGS: 

Military Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Family Housing 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operation and Maintenance 

0 

0 

400 

400 

400 

400 

1,600 

Military Personnel 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Ottier 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Civilian ES 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Military ES 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 

0 

0 

400 

400 

400 

400 

1,600 

NET IMPLEMENTATION COSTS: 

Military Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Family Housing 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Environment 

1,143 

2,039 

1,040 

1,335 

2,960 

107 

8,624 

Operation and Maintenance 

107 

459 

(361) 

(389) 

(400) 

(283) 

(867) 

Military Personnel 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Revenue From Land Sales {-) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Financing Entry 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

NET IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 

1,250 

2,498 

679 

946 

2,560 

117®) 

7,757 
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BASE REAU6NMENT AND CLOSURE S5 
CONTINUING ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION AND CARETAKER COST 
ARMY / MPNCm FORT DIX SITES 
(DOIXARS IN ITiOUSANOS} 


CONTINUING ENVIRONMENTAL AND 
CARETAKER COSTS 

Environmental 

Operation and Maintenance 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

TOTAL COSTS 

Homeowners Assistance Program 
Revenue From Land Sales 
Appropriation Request 


FY 2002 FY 2003 FY 2004 FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2007 


0 

418 


0 

0)7 


238 

0 


TOTAL 

FY 2008 FY2QQ9 FY 02-09 


35 94 1,128 

0 0 726 

0 0 0 

35 94 1,854 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 

35 94 1,854 


CONTINUING ENVIRONMENTAL AND 
CARETAKER COSTS 

Environmental 
C^eration and Maintenance 
Homeowners Assistance Program 
TOTAL COSTS 

Homeowners Assistance Program 
Revenue From Land Sales 
Appropriation Request 


FY 2010 FY 2011 FY2012 FY2013 


0 

135 

0 


0 

159 


0 

134 

0 


TOTAL 
FY 02-13 


1,707 

726 

0 

2,433 

0 

0 

2,433 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 
PACKAGE DESCRIPTION 

Armv/Location/Packaae : Army/New Jersey/Minor Fort Dix Sites 

(Camp Kilmer/Camp Pedricktown) . Minor Fort Dix Sites. 

Closure Package : Includes closure and disposal of: 

o Close Camp Kilmer, except an enclave for minimum necessary 
facilities to support the Reserve Components. 

o Close Camp Pedricktown, except the Sievers-Sandberg Reserve 
Center . 

One-Time Implementation Costs: 

Military Construction : None. 

Conjunctively- Funded Construction : None. 

Family Housing Construction : None. 

Family Housing Operations : None. 

Operation and Maintenance : None. 

Caretaker : None. 

Military Personnel : None. 

Other : None. 

Revenues from Land Sales : None. 

Savings : 

Military Construction : None. 

Family Housing Construction : None. 

Family Housing Operations : None. 

Operation and Maintenance : None. 

Military Personnel : None. 

Other : None. 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 
PACKAGE DESCRIPTION 
(Continued) 


Environmental : 

Environmental Assessments (ISA) were completed in FY 2000 for the 
disposal and reuse of excess property at Camp Kilmer and Camp 
Pedricktown. Archeological surveys and historic building 
inventories have been completed. Recordation of the Nike Missile 
Master complex at Camp Pedricktown was completed in FY 2000 . No 
further cultural or natural resources requirements are required 
for Camp Pedricktown. A metes and bounds survey and deed notice 
was required for the Smalley Cemetery at Camp Kilmer. 

Environmental Baseline Surveys (EBS) were completed in FY 1997 
for each installation. A Supplemental EBS was completed for the 
Kilmer Softball Field Complex in FY 1998 (because this area was 
not included in the initial EBS) . EBS was prepared for the 
Kilmer and Pedricktown Reserve Enclaves to support BRAC transfer 
of the installation-wide utilities. 

Finding of Suitability to Transfer (FOST) documents for the 
parcels at Kilmer and Pedricktown that require no further action 
have been completed. A Finding of Suitability to Lease (FOSL) 
has been completed for Building 432 and the utilities at Camp 
Pedricktown. 

Funding of long-term management to comply with applicable 
environmental laws and regulations at Camp Pedricktown and Kilmer 
continues. The FY 2013 budget estimate for Camp Kilmer is $0,134 
million. 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 95 
FINANCIAL SUMMARY 
ARMY / MINOR FORT LEWIS SITES 
(DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS) 



FY 1996 

FY 1997 

FY1998 

FY1999 

FY 2000 

FY 2001 

TOTAL 

FY 96-01 

ONE-TIME IMPLEMENTATION COSTS: 

Military Construction 

0 

0 

11,943 

0 

0 

0 

11,943 

Family Housing 

0 

0 

390 

256 

0 

0 

646 

Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operations 

0 

0 

390 

256 

0 

0 

646 

Environment 

2,154 

6,318 

3,365 

5.277 

5,177 

4,017 

26,308 

Operation and Maintenance 

204 

168 

420 

715 

25 

207 

1,739 

Military Personnel - PCS 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

0 

0 

26 

101 

0 

0 

127 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Financing Entry 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME COSTS 

2,358 

6,486 

16,144 

6,349 

5,202 

4,224 

40,763 

Revenue From Land Sales 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Appropriation Request 

2,358 

6,486 

16,144 

6,349 

5,202 

4,224 

40,763 

FUNDING OUTSIDE THE ACCOUNT: 

Military Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Family Housing 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Environmental 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operation and Maintenance 

0 

49 

0 

0 

0 

0 

49 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL OUTSIDE THE ACCOUNT 

0 

49 

0 

0 

0 

0 

49 

SAVINGS: 

Military Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Family Housing 

0 

0 

759 

1,519 

1,519 

1,619 

6,316 

Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operations 

0 

0 

759 

1,519 

1,619 

1,519 

6,316 

Operation and Maintenance 

39 

0 

59 

1,997 

478 

478 

3,051 

Military Personnel 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Civilian ES 

0 

0 

0 

8 

8 

8 

8 

Military ES 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 

39 

0 

818 

3,516 

1,997 

1,997 

8,367 

NET IMPLEMENTATION COSTS: 

Military Construction 

0 

0 

11,943 

0 

0 

0 

11,943 

Family Housing 

0 

0 

(369) 

(1,263) 

(1,S19) 

( 1 , 519 ) 

(4,670) 

Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operations 

0 

0 

(368) 

(1,263) 

(1,519) 

( 1 , 519 ) 

(4,670) 

Environment 

2,154 

6,318 

3,365 

5,277 

5,177 

4,017 

26,308 

Operation and Maintenance 

165 

217 

361 

(1,282) 

( 4 £ 3 ) 

( 271 ) 

(1,264) 

Military Personnel 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

0 

0 

26 

101 

0 

0 

127 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Revenue From Land Sales (-) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Financing Entry 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

NET IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 

2,319 

6,535 

15,326 

2,833 

3,205 

2,227 

32,445 
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BASE REALIGNMENT MiiD CLOSURE 95 
CONTINUING ENXflRONMerrAL RESTORATION AND CARETAKER COST 
ARMT / MINOR F(^T LEVWS SITES 
(DOUJU^S IN THOUSANDS) 


TOTAL 


CONTINUING ENVIRONMENTAL AND 

CARETAKER COSTS 

FY 2002 

FY 2003 

FY2004 

FY2005 

FY 2006 

FY 2007 

FY2008 

FY2009 

FY 02-09 

Environmental 

1,128 

6,345 

386 

462 

25,741 

45 

363 

2,517 

36,987 

Operation and Maintenance 

15 

0 

44 

93 

171 

40 

0 

0 

363 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL COSTS 

1,143 

6,345 

430 

555 

25,812 

85 

363 

2,517 

37,350 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Revenue From Land Sates 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Appropriation Request 

1,143 

6,345 

430 

555 

25,912 

85 

363 

2,517 

37,350 


CONTINUING ENVIRONMENTAL AND 

CARETAKER COSTS 

FY 2010 

FY 2011 

FY2012 

FY2013 

TOTAL 

FY 02-13 

Environmental 

5,148 

3,579 

2,070 

3,097 

50,881 

Operation and Maintenance 

0 

0 

0 

0 

363 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL COSTS 

5,148 

3,579 

2,070 

3,097 

51,244 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Revenue From Land Sales 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Appropriation Request 

5,148 

3,579 

2,070 

3,097 

51,244 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 
PACKAGE DESCRIPTION 


Army/Location/Packaqe : Army/Washington/California/Minor Fort 

Lewis Sites (Camp Bonneville/East Fort Baker/Rio Vista Army 
Reserve Center/Branch U.S. Disciplinary Barracks, Lompoc). Minor 
Fort Lewis Sites. 

Closure Package : Includes closure and disposal of: 

o Close Camp Bonneville. 

o Close East Fort Baker. Relocate all tenants to other 
installations that meet mission requirements. Return all real 
property to the Golden Gate National Recreation Area. 

o Close Rio Vista Army Reserve Center. 

o Close Branch U.S. Disciplinary Barracks (USDB) , Lompoc, 
California. 

One-Time Implementation Costs: 

Military Construction: None. 

Conjunctively- Funded Construction : None. 

Family Housing Construction : None. 

Family Housing Operations : None. 

Operation and Maintenance : None. 


Caretaker : None. 

Military Personnel : None. 

Other : None. 

Revenues from Land Sales: None. 


Savings : 

Military Construction : None. 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 
PACKAGE DESCRIPTION 
(Continued) 


Family Housing Construction : None. 
Family Housing Operations : None. 
Operation and Maintenance : None . 
Military Personnel: None. 


Other : None. 

Environmental r 

Environmental Assessments (EA) were completed for the disposal 
and reuse of excess property at each location except Branch USDB, 
Lompoc where the Army prepared a Record of Environmental 
Conditions (REC) for transfers to the O.S. Bureau of Prisons and 
the Air Force. 

The Army has completed an Environmental Baseline Survey (EBS) at 
each of these closing locations. A Fixed Price Guaranteed 
Remediation contract was awarded for Rio Vista Army Reserve 
Center on 10 Nov 2000. All environmental restoration work has 
been completed at this site. There are no further cultural 
resources surveys requirements at Rio Vista. 

A Fixed Price Guaranteed Remediation contract was awarded in 
September 2001 to complete remaining assessment and cleanup work 
at Branch USDB, Lompoc. Since the Branch USDB, Lompoc, 
transferred to the Federal Bureau of Prisons and the Air Force, 
no additional cultural resources surveys are required. Lompoc 
restoration actions are complete and only long term management 
requirements remain. The FY 2013 budget estimate is $0,108 
million. 

At Camp Bonneville all Hazardous Toxic Radioactive Waste (HTRW) 
has been completed except the Maneuver Area Complex. An ESCA was 
awarded in 2001 for Camp Bonneville including the maneuver area 
complex (MAC) . Remainder of Camp Bonneville 3020 acres 
transferred from Army in FY2007. The ECSA requirements at Camp 
Bonneville continues. The FY 2013 budget estimate is $2,989 
million. 

East Fort Baker restoration work was completed in FY 2001 and a 
"No Further Action" Record of Decision (ROD) was completed for 
this installation. Most of the buildings at East Fort Baker are 
part of an existing National Register Historic District. Since 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 
PACKAGE DESCRIPTION 
(Continued) 


this property transferred to the National Park Service in August 
2002, there are no additional cultural resource requirements. 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 95 
FINANCIAL SUMMARY 
ARMY / RED RIVER ARMY DEPOT 
{DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS) 



FY 1996 

FY 1997 

FY1998 

FY 1999 

FY 2000 

FY 2001 

TOTAL 

FY 96-01 

ONE-TIME IMPLEMENTATION COSTS: 

Military Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Family Housing 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Environment 

637 

1,173 

2,395 

1,938 

1,219 

3,923 

11,285 

Operation and Maintenance 

10,174 

9,723 

3,230 

3,022 

301 

0 

26,450 

Military Personnel - PCS 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Financing Entry 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME COSTS 

10,811 

10,896 

5,825 

4,960 

1,520 

3,923 

37,735 

Revenue From Land Sales 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Appropriation Request 

10,811 

10,896 

5,625 

4,960 

1,520 

3,923 

37,735 

FUNDING OUTSIDE THE ACCOUNT: 

Military Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Family Housing 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Environmental 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operation and Maintenance 

0 

0 

159 

163 

163 

163 

648 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL OUTSIDE THE ACCOUNT 

0 

0 

159 

163 

163 

163 

648 

SAVINGS: 

Military Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Family Housing 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operation and Maintenance 

0 

0 

7,589 

8,112 

7,513 

8.557 

31,771 

Military Personnel 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Civilian ES 

0 

133 

386 

595 

595 

595 

595 

Military ES 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 

0 

0 

7,589 

8,112 

7,513 

8,557 

31,771 

NET IMPLEMENTATION COSTS: 

Military Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Family Housing 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Environment 

637 

1,173 

2,395 

1,938 

1,219 

3,923 

11,285 

Operation and Maintenance 

10,174 

9,723 

(4,200) 

(4,927) 

(7,049) 

(8.394) 

(4,673) 

Military Personnel 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Revenue From Land Sales (-) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Financing Entry 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

NET IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 

10,811 

10,896 

(1,805) 

(2,989) 

(5.830) 

( 4 , 471 ) 

6,612 
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BASE REiiUJC^MENT AND CLOSURE 95 
CONTINUING ENVIRONRKNT^JL RESTORATION AND CARETAKER COST 
ARMY / RED RIVER ARMY DEPOT 
(DOLU«S IN THOUSM«DS) 

TOTAL 


CONTINUING ENVIRONMENTAL AND 
CARETAKER COSTS 

FY 2002 

FY 20D3 

FY2Q04 

FY2005 

FY 2006 

FY 2007 

FY2008 

FY2009 

FY 02-09 

Environmental 

4,788 

1,274 

145 

3,384 

25 

102 

95 

333 

10,146 

Operation and Maintenance 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL COSTS 

4,788 

1,274 

145 

3,384 

25 

102 

95 

333 

10,146 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Revenue From Land Sales 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Appropriation Request 

4,788 

1,274 

1^ 

3,384 

25 

102 

95 

333 

10,146 


CONTINUING ENVIRONMENTAL AND 

CARETAKER COSTS 

FY 2010 

FY 2011 

FY 2012 

FY2013 

TOTAL 

FY 02-13 

Environmental 

410 

244 

146 

142 

11,088 

Operation and Maintenance 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL COSTS 

410 

244 

146 

142 

11,088 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Revenue From Land Sales 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Appropriation Request 

410 

244 

146 

142 

11,088 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 
PACKAGE DESCRIPTION 


Army/Location/Packaae : Army/Texas/Red River Army Depot. 

Closure Package : Realign Red River Army Depot by moving all 
maintenance missions, except for that related to the Bradley 
Fighting Vehicle Series to other depot maintenance activities 
including the private sector. Retain the conventional ammunition 
storage, intern training center. Rubber Production Facility, and 
civilian training education at Red River. 

One-Time Implementation Costs: 

Military Construction: None . 

Conjunctively- Funded Construction : None. 

Family Housing Construction : None. 

Family Housing Operations : None. 

Operation and Maintenance : None. 

Caretaker : None. 

Military Personnel : None. 

Other : None. 

Revenues from Land Sales : None. 


Savinas : 

Military Construction : None. 

Family Housing Construction : None. 

Family Housing Operations : None. 

Operation and Maintenance : None. 

Military Personnel : None. 

Other : None. 

Environmental : The Army completed an Environmental Baseline 

Survey (EBS) in March 1998 (required by Community Environmental 
Response Facilitation Act, CERFA) for those parcels which will be 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 
PACICAGE DESCRIPTION 
(Continued) 


excess under the BRAC realignment. An Environmental Assessment 
(EA) was completed on September 1998. Remediation is on-going 
for a trichloroethylene groundwater plume that impacts the 
transfer of approximately 53 acres. The FY 2013 budget estimate 
is $0,142 million. 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 95 
RNANCIAL SUMMARY 
ARMY / SAVANNA ARMY DEPOT ACTIVITY 
(DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS) 



FY 1996 

FY1997 

FY 1998 

FY 1999 

FY 2000 

FY 2001 

TOTAL 

FY 96-01 

ONF-TIMF IMPI F.MENTATION COSTS; 

Military Construction 

0 

14,121 

8,702 

1,338 

0 

0 

24,161 

Family Housing 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Environment 

2,722 

5,118 

11,314 

15,187 

1,067 

19,822 

55,230 

Operation and Maintenance 

7,145 

295 

10,846 

17,966 

0 

248 

36,500 

Military Personnel - PCS 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

0 

1,108 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,108 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Financing Entry 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME COSTS 

9,867 

20,642 

30,862 

34,491 

1,067 

20,070 

116,999 

Revenue From Land Sales 

0 

0 

0 

(8) 

0 

0 

(8) 

Appropriation Request 

9,867 

20,642 

30,862 

34,483 

1,067 

20,070 

116,991 

FUNDING OUTSIDE THE ACCOUNT: 

Military Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Family Housing 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Environmental 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operation and Maintenance 

212 

13 

13 

8 

5 

0 

251 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL OUTSIDE THE ACCOUNT 

212 

13 

13 

8 

5 

0 

251 

SAVINGS: 

Military Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Family Housing 

0 

0 

0 

0 

124 

127 

251 

Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

124 

127 

251 

Operation and Maintenance 

0 

0 

0 

462 

11,074 

11,210 

22,746 

Military Personnel 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Civilian ES 

0 

30 

60 

90 

120 

172 

172 

Military ES 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 

0 

0 

0 

462 

11,198 

11,337 

22,997 

NET IMPLEMENTATION COSTS; 

Military Construction 

0 

14,121 

8,702 

1,338 

0 

0 

24,161 

Family Housing 

0 

0 

0 

0 

(124) 

( 127 ) 

(251) 

Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

(124) 

( 127 ) 

(251) 

Environment 

2,722 

5,118 

11,314 

15,187 

1,067 

19,822 

55,230 

Operation and Maintenance 

7,357 

308 

10,859 

17,512 

(11.069) 

(10,982) 

14,005 

Military Personnel 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

0 

1,108 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,108 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Revenue From Land Sales (-) 

0 

0 

0 

m 

0 

0 

(8) 

Financing Entry 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

NET IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 

10,079 

20,655 

30,875 

34,029 

( 10 . 126 ) 

8,733 

94,245 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 95 
CONTINUING ENVIRONWENTAL RESTORATION AND CARETAKER COST 
ARMY / SAVAWIA ARMY DEPOT ACDVITY 
(DCHOJ^RS iN THOUSANDS) 


TOTAL 


CONTINUING ENVIRONMENTAL AND 

CARETAKER COSTS 

FY 2002 

FY 2003 

FY2004 

FY 2005 

FY 2006 

FY 2007 

FY 2008 

FY 2009 

FY 02-09 

Environmental 

6,771 

2,213 

935 

10,431 

10,650 

892 

2,955 

1,439 

36,286 

Operation and Maintenance 

360 

391 

Ml 

131 

145 

192 

429 

10 

1,960 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL COSTS 

7,131 

2,604 

1,236 

10,562 

10,795 

1,084 

3,384 

1,449 

38,246 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Revenue From Land Sales 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Appropriation Request 

7,131 

2,604 

1,236 

10,562 

10,795 

1,084 

3,384 

1,449 

38,246 



FY 2010 

FY 2011 

FY20i2 

FY2013 

TOTAL 

FY 02-13 

CONTINUING ENVIRONMENTAL AND 

CARETAKER COSTS 

Environmentai 

2,462 

1,512 

3,316 

4,858 

48,434 

Operation and Maintenance 

167 

226 

225 

225 

2,803 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL COSTS 

2,629 

1,738 

3,541 

5,083 

51,237 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Revenue From Land Sales 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Appropriation Request 

2,629 

1,738 

3,541 

5,083 

51,237 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 
PACKAGE DESCRIPTION 

Armv/Location/Packaoe : Army/Illinois/Savanna Army Depot 
Activity. 

Closure Package : Close Savanna Army Depot Activity (ADA) . 
Relocate the United States Army Defense Ammunition Center and 
School (USADACS) to McAlester Army Ammunition Plant, Oklahoma. 

One-Time Implementation Costs: 

Military Construction: None . 

Conjunctively- Funded Construction : None. 

Family Housing Construction : None. 

Family Housing Operations : None. 

Operation and Maintenance : None. 

Caretaker : These funds are for routine maintenance, repair, 

and utilities for the vacant buildings. The FY 2013 budget 
estimate is $0,225 million. 

Military Personnel : None. 

Other : None. 

Revenues from Land Sales : None. 

Savinas : 

Military Construction : None. 

Family Housing Construction : None. 

Family Housing Operations : None. 

Operation and Maintenance : None. 

Military Personnel : None. 

Other : None. 

Environmental : ADA is on the Federal Facilities National 

Priorities List. The Army completed an Environmental Baseline 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 
PACKAGE DESCRIPTION 
(Continued) 


Survey (EBS) for ADA and forwarded the report to the EPA on 29 
October 1996. The Army is implementing an extensive environmental 
cleanup program at ADA to address contamination resulting from 
past military operations. The Army has also prepared an 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) to address environmental 
consequences of disposal and subsequent reuse of the 
installation. All environmental activity based on BRAC 
realignment will complement the planned reuse of the property 
where practicable and affordable. The current program includes 
several investigations and associated remedial actions as 
follows: location and removal of unexploded ordnance (UXO) ; and 

removal of soil contaminated as a result of the conduct of varied 
types of ammunition testing and demilitarization operations. The 
FY 2013 budget estimate is $4,858 million. 


Exhibit BC-03 



340 


BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 95 
FINANCIAL SUMMARY 
ARMY / SENECA ARMY DEPOT 
(DOLLAF^ IN THOUSANDS) 



FY1996 

FY 1997 

FY 1998 

FY1999 

FY 2000 

FY 2001 

TOTAL 

FY 96-01 

ONF-TIMF IMPl FMFNTATION CaSTS: 

Military Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Family Housing 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Environment 

6,046 

5,620 

11,553 

18,489 

2,683 

10,518 

54,909 

Operation and Maintenance 

7,460 

4,998 

5,365 

13,958 

2,006 

492 

34,279 

Military Personnel - PCS 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Financing Entry 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME COSTS 

13,506 

10,618 

16,918 

32,447 

4,689 

11,010 

89,188 

Revenue From Land Sales 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Appropriation Request 

13,506 

10,618 

16,918 

32,447 

4,689 

11,010 

89,188 

FUNDING OUTSIDE THE ACCOUNT: 

Military Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Family Housing 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Environmental 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operation and Maintenance 

0 

0 

45 

0 

0 

0 

45 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Homeowrwrs Assistarrce Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL OUTSIDE THE ACCOUNT 

0 

0 

45 

0 

0 

0 

45 

SAVINGS; 

Military Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Family Housing 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operation and Maintenance 

0 

0 

7,315 

7,581 

15,465 

22,267 

52,648 

Military Personnel 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Civilian ES 

0 

140 

190 

240 

269 

269 

269 

Military ES 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 

0 

0 

7,315 

7,581 

15,465 

22,287 

52,648 

NET IMPIEMENTATLQN COSTS; 

Military Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Family Housing 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Environment 

6,046 

5,620 

11,553 

18,489 

2,683 

10,518 

54,909 

Operation and Maintenance 

7,460 

4,998 

n,oos) 

6,377 

(13,459) 

mjm) 

(18,324) 

Military Personnel 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Revenue From Land Sales (-) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Financing Entry 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

NET IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 

13,506 

10,618 

9,648 

24,866 

(lOJTS) 

(11,277) 

36,585 
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CONTINUING ENVIRONMENTAL AND 
CARETAKER COSTS 

Environmental 

Operation and Maintenance 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

TOTAL COSTS 

Homeovmers Assistance Program 
Revenue Prom Land Sales 
Appropriation Request 


CONTINUING ENVIRONMENTAL AND 
CARETAKER COSTS 

Environmental 

Cperation and Maintenance 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

TOTAL COSTS 

Homeowners Assistance Program 
Revenue From Land Sales 
Appropriation Request 


BASE REAUGNKe<T AND CLOSURE 95 
CONTINUING ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATtON AND CARETAKER COST 
ARMV ! SBteCPi ARMV DEPOT 
(DOXARS m THCMJSANDS) 


FY2002 FY2003 PY2004 


4,151 5,888 1,8SS 

275 487 721 

0 0 0 

4,426 6,375 2157% 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 

4,426 6,375 2,5^ 


FY2010 FY2011 FY2012 


18,142 698 1,005 

114 675 675 

0 0 0 

18,256 1,373 1.680 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 

18,256 1,373 1.680 


FYg)05 FY 2006 FY2007 


14,160 1,186 1,002 

344 111 ^8 

0 0 0 

14,504 1,297 1,560 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 

14,504 1,297 1,560 


FYM13 


423 

675 

0 

1,098 

0 

0 

1,098 


TOTAL 

FY2008 FY2009 FY 02.09 


2,766 

449 

0 

3,215 

0 

0 

3,215 



1,105 

0 

0 


1,105 


31,663 

3,395 

0 

35, CSS 
0 
0 

35,058 


TOTAL 
FY 02-13 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 
PACKAGE DESCRIPTION 


Army/Location/Packaoe : Army/New York/Seneca Army Depot. 

Closure Package : Close Seneca Army Depot, except an enclave to 
store hazardous material and ores. 

Seneca Army Depot (SEAD) closed on 30 September 2000. 

One-Time Implementation Costs: 

Military Construction: None . 

Coni unctivelv- Funded Construction : None. 

Family Housing Construction : None. 

Family Housing Operations : None. 

Operation and Maintenance : None. 

Caretaker Costs: These funds will provide for caretaker 
staff payroll, travel, rents, communications, supplies, and 
various maintenance contracts. The FY 2013 budget estimate is 
$0,675 million. 

Military Personnel : None. 

Other : None. 

Revenues from Land Sales : None. 

Savinas : 

Military Construction : None. 

Family Housing Construction : None. 

Family Housing Operations : None. 

Operation and Maintenance : None. 

Military Personnel : None. 

Other : None. 

Environmental : SEAD is on the Federal Facilities National 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 
PACKAGE DESCRIPTION 
(Continued) 


Priorities List. The Army has completed an Environmental 
Baseline Study (EBS) and Community Environmental Response 
Facilitation Act (CERFA) report for SEAD. An Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) to address environmental consequences of disposal 
and subsequent reuse of the installation was signed in May 1998. 
Additionally, the Army continues with cleanup efforts to include 
UXO and Hazardous Toxic Radiological Waste (HTRW) sites. The 
Army continues to work toward the transfer of property to the 
Local Redevelopment Authority. The FY 2013 budget estimate is 
$0,423 million. 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 95 
FINANCIAL SUMMARY 
ARMY /SIERRA ARMY DEPOT 
(DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS) 



FY1996 

FY 1997 

FY1998 

FY1999 

FY 2000 

FY 2001 

TOTAL 

FY 964)1 

ONE-TIME IMPLEMENTATION COSTS: 

Military Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Family Housing 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Environment 

540 

1,043 

2,186 

773 

1,112 

247 

5,901 

Operation and Maintenance 

2,193 

2,886 

493 

19,896 

20 

0 

25,488 

Military Personnel - PCS 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Homeowners Assistence Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Financing Entry 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME COSTS 

2,733 

3,929 

2,679 

20,669 

1,132 

247 

31,389 

Revenue From Land Sales 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Appropriation Request 

2,733 

3,929 

2,679 

20,669 

1,132 

247 

31,389 

FUNDING OUTSIDE THE ACCOUNT; 

Military Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Family Housing 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Environmental 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operation and Maintenance 

0 

12 

16 

19 

16 

12 

76 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL OUTSIDE THE ACCOUNT 

0 

12 

16 

19 

16 

12 

75 

SAVINGS: 

Military Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Family Housing 

0 

230 

430 

558 

703 

753 

2,674 

Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operations 

0 

230 

430 

558 

703 

753 

2,674 

Operation and Maintenance 

0 

548 

1,852 

1,347 

2,333 

7,715 

13,795 

Military Personnel 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Civilian ES 

0 

65 

109 

109 

109 

109 

109 

Military ES 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 

0 

778 

2,282 

1,905 

3,036 

8,468 

16,469 

NET IMPLEMENTATION COSTS: 

Military Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Family Housing 

0 

(230) 

(430) 

(55S) 

( 703 ) 

( 753 ) 

(2,674) 

Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operations 

0 

(238) 

(430) 

(558) 

( 703 ) 

( 753 ) 

(2,674) 

Environment 

540 

1,043 

2,186 

773 

1,112 

247 

5,901 

Operation and Maintenance 

2,193 

2,350 

(1,343) 

18,568 

(2.297) 

( 7 . 703 ) 

11,768 

Military Personnel 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Revenue From Land Sales {-) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Financing Entry 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

NET IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 

2,733 

3,163 

413 

18,783 


(;X209) 

14,995 
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BASE REAL.tG^n!E^fT M40CL0SUF£ 9S 
CONTINUING ENVIRONMffiNTAL RESTORATION AND CARETAKER COST 
AF®IY ; SIERRA MPOT 

(DOLUUIS THOl^NDS) 


TOTAL 


CONTINUING ENVIRONMENTAL AND 

CARETAKER COSTS 

FY 2002 

FY 2003 

FY2«)4 

FY20QS 

FY 2006 

FY 2007 

FY 2008 

FY 2009 

FY 02-09 

Environmental 

1,284 

15,172 

1.«)7 

32 

331 

0 

0 

0 

18,486 

Operation and Maintenance 

580 

111 

0 

0 

104 

0 

0 

0 

795 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL COSTS 

1,864 

15,283 

1,607 

92 

435 

0 

0 

0 

19,281 

Homeowmers Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Revenue From Land Sales 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Appropriation Request 

1,864 

15,283 

1,607 

92 

435 

0 

0 

0 

19,281 


CONTINUING ENVIRONMENTAL AND 

CARETAKER COSTS 

FY 2010 

FY 2011 

FY2012 

FY2013 

TOTAL 

FY 02-13 

Environmental 

0 

0 

115 

16 

18,617 

Operation and Maintenance 

0 

0 

0 

0 

795 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL COSTS 

0 

0 

115 

16 

19,412 

Homeovwters Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Revenue From Land Sales 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Appropriation Request 

0 

0 

115 

16 

19,412 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 
PACKAGE DESCRIPTION 


Armv/Location/Packaae : Army/California/Sierra Army Depot. 

Closure Package : Realign Sierra Army Depot by reducing the 
conventional ammunition mission to the level necessary to support 
the conventional ammunition demilitarization mission. Retain a 
conventional ammunition demilitarization capability and an 
enclave for the Operational Project Stocks mission and the static 
storage of ores. 

One-Time Implementation Costs: 

Military Construction : None. 

Conjunctively- Funded Construction : None. 

Family Housing Construction : None. 

Family Housing Operations : None. 

Operation and Maintenance : None. 

Caretaker : None. 

Military Personnel : None. 

Other : None. 

Revenue.s from Land Sales : None. 

Savings : 

Military Construction : None. 

Family Housing Construction : None. 

Family Housing Operations : None. 

Operation and Maintenance : None. 

Military Personnel : None. 

Other : None. 

Environmental : The Army completed an Environmental Assessment 

(EA) in March 1998 for disposal of property at Sierra Army Depot. 
An Environmental Baseline Survey (EBS) was completed in March 
1997. Supplemental EA for utilities was completed in November 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 
PACKAGE DESCRIPTION 
(Continued) 


1999. A Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) was 
completed and munitions removal actions are planned in 2012. The 
FY 2013 budget estimate is $0,016 million. 
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BASE REAUGNMENT AND CLOSURE 95 
FINANCIAL SUMMARY 
ARMY / STRATFORD ARMY ENGINE PLANT 
{DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS) 


TOTAL 


ONE-TIME IMPLEMENTATION COSTS; 

FY 1996 

FY 1997 

FY1998 

FY 1999 

FY 2000 

FY 2001 

FY 96-01 

Military Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Family Housing 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Environment 

413 

1,682 

3,130 

10,467 

170 

283 

16,145 

Operation and Maintenance 

17 

2,930 

5,462 

1,871 

250 

1,598 

12,128 

Military Personnel - PCS 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Financing Entry 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME COSTS 

430 

4,612 

8,592 

12,338 

420 

1,881 

28,273 

Revenue From Land Sales 

0 

0 

(117) 

{6,065) 

(368) 

0 

(6,550) 

Appropriation Request 

430 

4,612 

8,475 

6,273 

52 

1,881 

21,723 

FUNDING OUTSIDE THE ACCOUNT; 

Military Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Family Housing 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Environmental 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operation and Maintenance 

0 

602 

604 

613 

618 

624 

3,061 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL OUTSIDE THE ACCOUNT 

0 

602 

604 

613 

618 

624 

3,061 

SAVINGS: 

Military Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Family Housing 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operation and Maintenance 

0 

0 

5.977 

5,977 

5,977 

5,977 

23,908 

Military Personnel 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Civilian ES 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Military ES 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 

0 

0 

5,977 

5,977 

5,977 

5,977 

23,908 

NET IMPLEMENTATION COSTS: 

Military Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Family Housing 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Environment 

413 

1,682 

3,130 

10,467 

170 

283 

16,145 

Operation and Maintenance 

17 

3,532 

89 

{3,493) 

(5,109) 

( 3 , 755 ) 

(8,719) 

Military Personnel 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Revenue From Land Sales (-) 

0 

0 

{117) 

(6.065) 

( 388 ) 

0 

(6,550) 

Financing Entry 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

NET IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 

430 

5,214 

3,102 

909 

{ 5 , 30 ?| 

( 3 , 472 ) 

876 
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BASE REAUGNMENT CLOSURE 95 
CONTINUING ENVIRONMENT/U_ RESTORATION AND CARETAKER COST 
ARMY / STRA1TORD ARMY ENGINE PLANT 
(DOLLW^S iN ■mOUSANDS) 

TOTAL 


CONTINUING ENVIRONMENTAL AND 
CARETAKER COSTS 

FY 2002 

FY 2003 

FY2004 

FY 2005 

FY 2006 

FY 2007 

FY2008 

FY2009 

FY 02-09 

Environmental 

257 

1,313 

23 

229 

463 

0 

79 

98 

2,462 

Operation and Maintenance 

6,817 

3,714 

4,585 

4,855 

2,660 

4,688 

5,215 

5,091 

37,626 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL COSTS 

7,074 

5,027 

4,608 

5,084 

3,123 

4,688 

5,294 

5,189 

40,088 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Revenue From Land Sales 

-(19S) 

(40) 

0 

0 

0 

1270; 

0 

0 

(506) 

Appropriation Request 

6,878 

4,987 

4,608 

5,084 

3,123 

4,418 

5,294 

6,189 

39,582 


CONTINUING ENVIRONMENTAL AND 

CARFTAKFR COSTS 

FY 2010 

FY 2011 

FY2012 

FY2Q13 

TOTAL 

FY 02-13 

Environmental 

110 

89 

968 

1,586 

5,215 

Operation and Maintenance 

2,917 

2.«>0 

0 

0 

43,043 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL COSTS 

3,027 

2,^9 

968 

1,586 

48,258 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Revenue From Land Sates 

0 

0 

0 

0 

(506) 

Appropriation Request 

3,027 

2,589 

968 

1,586 

47,752 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 
PACPCAGE DESCRIPTION 

Armv/Location/Packaae ; Army/Connecticut/Stratford Army Engine 
Plant . 

Closure Package : Close Stratford Army Engine Plant. 

One-Time Implementation Costs : 

Military Construction : None. 

Conn unctivelv- Funded Construction : None. 

Family Housing Construction : None. 

Family Housing Operations : None. 

Operation and Maintenance : None. 

Caretaker : None. 

Military Personnel : None. 

Other : None. 

Revenues from Land Sales : None. 

Sayings : 

Military Construction : None. 

Family Housing Construction : None. 

Family Housing Operations : None. 

Operation and Maintenance : None. 

Military Personnel : None. 

Other : None. 

Environmental ; 

NEPA: The Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) was 

completed in June 1999. Record of Decision (ROD) completed on 31 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 
PACKAGE DESCRIPTION 
(Continued) 


January 2001 for 71 of 75 acres. An Environmental Baseline Survey 
(EBS) was completed December 1996. 

Cleanup: Funding of environmental investigations and cleanup are 

required at Stratford to comply with all applicable environmental 
laws and regulations. The FY 2013 budget estimate is $1,586 
million . 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 95 
FINANCIAL SUMMARY 
ARMY / ARMY PROGRAM MANAGEMENT 
(DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS) 



FY1996 

FY 1997 

FY1998 

FY 1999 

FY 2000 

FY 2001 

TOTAL 

FY 96-01 

ONE-TIME IMPLEMENTATION COSTS: 

Military Consto-uction 

25,887 

7,921 

5,733 

871 

0 

0 

40,412 

Family Housing 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Environment 

7,667 

8,096 

17,933 

21,157 

21,789 

15,022 

91,664 

Operation and Maintenance 

7,887 

5,673 

12,409 

10,304 

9,131 

4,905 

50,309 

Military Personnel - PCS 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Financing Entry 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME COSTS 

41,441 

21,690 

36,075 

32,332 

30,920 

19,927 

182,385 

Revenue From Land Sales 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Appropriation Request 

41,441 

21,690 

36,075 

32,332 

30,920 

19,927 

182,385 

FUNDING OUTSIDE THE ACCOUNT: 

Military Cons&'uction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Family Housing 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Environmental 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operation and Maintenance 

14,358 

13,916 

16,104 

1,150 

975 

900 

47,403 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL OUTSIDE THE ACCOUNT 

14,358 

13,916 

16,104 

1,150 

975 

900 

47,403 

SAVINGS; 

Military Constaiction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Family Housing 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operation and Maintenance 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Military Personnel 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Civilian ES 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Military ES 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

NET IWPIEMENTATION COSTS: 

Military Construction 

25,887 

7,921 

5,733 

871 

0 

0 

40,412 

Family Housing 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Environment 

7,667 

8,096 

17,933 

21,157 

21,789 

15,022 

91,664 

Operation and Maintenance 

22,245 

19,589 

28,513 

11,454 

10,106 

5,805 

97,712 

Military Personnel 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Revenue From Land Sales (-) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Financing Entry 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

NET IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 

55,799 

35,606 

52,179 

33,482 

31,895 

20,827 

229,788 
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BASE R£i^GI«IIENT CLOSURE 95 
CONTINUJNG ENVIRONMENTAL I^STORATION AND CARETAKER COST 
ARMY /ARMY F^KXSRAM MANAGEMENT 
( DCXXARS IN THCMJS ANDS } 


TOTAL 


CONTtNUJNG ENVIRONMENTAL AND 

CARETAKER COSTS 

FY2002 

FY 2003 

FY2004 

FY 2005 

FY 2006 

FY 2007 

FY 2008 

FY 2009 

FY 02-09 

Environmental 

21,708 

21,486 

13,318 

13,995 

11,491 

9,256 

8,333 

9,031 

108,618 

Operation and Maintenance 

1,875 

4,871 

1,410 

0 

4,470 

1,246 

1,089 

563 

15,524 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL COSTS 

23,^3 

26,357 

14,728 

13,995 

15,961 

10,502 

9,422 

9,594 

124,142 

Homeovmers Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Revenue From Land Sales 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Appropriation Request 

23,583 

26,357 

14,728 

13,995 

15,961 

10,602 

9,422 

9,594 

124,142 


CONTINUING ENVIRONMENTAL AND 

CARETAKER COSTS 

FY2010 

FY 2011 

FY 2012 

FY2013 

TOTAL 

FY 02-13 

Environmental 

7,952 

6,882 

6,555 

6,450 

136,457 

Operation and Maintenance 

1,085 

2,046 

1,498 

1,324 

21,476 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL COSTS 

9,037 

8,928 

8,053 

7,774 

157,933 

Homeovwiers Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Revenue From Land Sales 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Appropriation Request 

9.037 

8,928 

8,053 

7,774 

157,933 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 
PACKAGE DESCRIPTION 


Armv/Location/Packaae : Army/Program Management. 

Closure Package : Program management and planning and design 
costs associated with all Army BRAC 95 actions. 

One-Time Implementation Costs: 

Military Construction: None . 

Conjunctively- Funded Construction : None. 

Family Housing Construction : None. 

Family Housing Operations : None. 

Environmental Restoration : Costs include program management 
requirement associated with the execution of environmental 
restoration for all BRAC rounds (1988, 1991, 1993 and 1995) . 
Funding requirements relate to Restoration Advisory Board (RAB) , 
Defense and State Memorandum of Agreements (DSMOA) , and manpower 
requirements. The FY 2013 estimated budget is $6,450 million. 

Operation and Maintenance : Cost identified in this package 
are required by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers for 
reimbursement costs associated with the management of BRAC 95 
real estate and other program management requirements. The FY 
2013 budget estimate is $1,324 million. 

Military Personnel : None. 

Other : None. 

Revenues from Land Sales : None. 

Sayings : 

Military Construction : None. 

Family Housing Construction : None. 

Family Housing Operations : None. 

Operation and Maintenance : None. 

Military Personnel : None. 
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other : 


BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 
PACICAGE DESCRIPTION 
(Continued) 


None . 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 95 
FINANCIAL SUMMARY 

ARMY / BRAG 88 ENVIRONMENTAL I^STORATION AND CARETAKER 
(DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS) 



FY 1996 

FY 1997 

FY1998 

FY1999 

FY 2000 

FY 2001 

TOTAL 

FY 96-01 

ONE-TIME IMPLEMENTATION COSTS: 

Military Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Family Housing 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Environment 

2,351 

1,131 

35,436 

94,446 

23,241 

86,225 

242,830 

Operation and Maintenance 

97 

83 

174 

353 

61 

348 

1,116 

Military Personnei - PCS 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Financing Entry 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME COSTS 

2,448 

1,214 

35,610 

94,799 

23,302 

86,573 

243,946 

Revenue From Land Sales 

0 

0 

(S=577) 

(6,239) 

(9S3) 

0 

I15J79) 

Appropriation Request 

2,448 

1,214 

27,033 

88,560 

22,339 

86,573 

228,167 

FUNDING OUTSIDE THE ACCOUNT: 

Military Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Family Housing 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Environmental 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operation and Maintenance 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL OUTSIDE THE ACCOUNT 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

SAVINGS: 

Military Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Family Housing 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Q 

Operation and Maintenance 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Military Personnei 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Civilian ES 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Military ES 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

NET IMPLEMENTATION COSTS: 

Military Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Family Housing 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Environment 

2,351 

1,131 

35,436 

94,446 

23,241 

86,225 

242,830 

Operation and Maintenance 

97 

83 

174 

353 

61 

348 

1,116 

Military Pereonnel 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Revenue From Land Sales (-) 

0 

0 

(8,577) 

(6,239) 

(963) 

0 

(15,779) 

Financing Entry 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

NET IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 

2,448 

1,214 

27,033 

88,560 

22,339 

86,573 

228,167 
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BASE r^UGmiEKT AND CLOSURE 95 
CONTINUING ENV^RO^«len■AL I^TORATION AND CARETAKER COST 
ARMY / BRAC 88 ^VIRONMENTW- I^TOWHON AND CARETAKER 
(DOLLAI^ IN THOUSANDS) 

TOTAL 


CONTINUING ENVIRONMENTAL AND 

CARETAKER COSTS 

FY2002 

FY2003 

FY2004 

FY2005 

FY2006 

FY2007 

FY20Q8 

FY2009 

FY 02-09 

Environmental 

15,644 

13,696 

6,472 

10,634 

12,782 

9,821 

25,724 

17,864 

112,687 

Operation and Maintenance 

2,191 

1,097 

360 

350 

751 

246 

403 

120 

5,519 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL COSTS 

17,835 

14,793 

6,832 

11,034 

13,533 

10,067 

26,127 

17,984 

118,206 

Hoineowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Revenue From Land Sales 

<5.1201 

0 

0 

0 

0 

{12,130) 

(147) 

0 

(17,397) 

Appropriation Request 

12,715 

14,733 

8,832 

11,034 

13,533 

(2.063) 

25,980 

17,984 

100,808 



FY2010 

FY2011 

FY2012 

FY2013 

TOTAL 

FYn2-13 

CONTINUING ENVIRONMENTAL AND 
CARETAKER COSTS 

Environmental 

17,354 

14,827 

24,622 

20,544 

190,034 

Operation and Maintenance 

323 

1,078 

1,(»2 

1,028 

8,399 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

D 

0 

TOTAL COSTS 

17,677 

15,905 

^,674 

21,572 

199,033 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Revenue From Land Sales 

0 

0 

0 

0 

(17,397) 

Appropriation Request 

17,677 

15,905 

25,674 

21.572 

181,636 



358 


BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 
PACKAGE DESCRIPTION 


Armv/Location/Packaae : Army/BRAC 88 Environmental Restoration 

and Caretaker. 

Closure Package : 


Costs : 


Military Construction: None . 

Conjunctively- Funded Construction : None. 

Family Housing Construction : None. 

Family Housing Operations : None. 

Environmental Restoration : Includes expected costs to 
implement the remedial actions and long term monitoring 
requirements at the following BRAG 88 installations: 


Installation FY13 

Alabama 316 
Lexington 34 
Ft Meade 471 
Ft Sheridan 169 
Cameron Station 53 
Ft Wingate 16,208 
Jefferson 1, 109 
Pueblo 2, 184 


TOTAL: $ 20,544 

Operation and Maintenance : Costs identified in this package 
are required for caretaker. The following facilities require 
caretaker funding since they are awaiting transfer to support 
local reuse. 


Installation 

FY13 

Ft Wingate 

331 

Jefferson 

252 

Pueblo 

442 

Umatilla 

3 

TOTAL: 

$ 1,028 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 
PACKAGE DESCRIPTION 
(Continued) 

Military Personnel : None. 

Other: None. 

Revenues from Land Sales : None. 

Savings : 

Military Construction : None. 

Family Housing Construction : None. 

Family Housing Operations : None . 

Operation and Maintenance : None. 

Military Personnel : None. 

Other : None. 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 95 
FINANCIAL SUMMARY 

ARMY / BRAG 91 ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION AND CARETAKER 
(DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS) 


TOTAL 


ONE-TIME IMPLEMENTATION COSTS: 

FY 1996 

FY 1997 

FY 1998 

FY 1999 

FY 2000 

FY 2001 

FY 96-01 

Military Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Family Housing 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Environment 

3,407 

935 

37,604 

60,616 

17,359 

57,096 

177,017 

Operation and Maintenance 

0 

0 

0 

872 

0 

723 

1,595 

Military Personnel - PCS 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Financing Entry 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME COSTS 

3,407 

935 

37,604 

61,488 

17,359 

57,819 

178,612 

Revenue From Land Sales 

0 

0 

(3.964) 

(2,800) 

(1.128) 

0 

(7,892) 

Appropriation Request 

3,407 

935 

33,640 

58,688 

16,231 

57,819 

170,720 

FUNDING OUTSIDF. THF ACCOUNT: 

Military Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Family Housing 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Environmental 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operation and Maintenance 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL OUTSIDE THE ACCOUNT 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

SAVINGS: 

Military Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Family Housing 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operation and Maintenance 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Military Personnel 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Civilian ES 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Military ES 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

NET IMPLEMENTATION COSTS: 

Military Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Family Housing 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Environment 

3,407 

935 

37,604 

60,616 

17,359 

57,096 

177,017 

Operation and Maintenance 

0 

0 

0 

872 

0 

723 

1,595 

Military Personnel 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Revenue From Land Sales {-) 

0 

0 

(3,964) 

(2,800) 

(1,1 2S) 

0 

(7,892) 

Financing Entry 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

NET IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 

3,407 

935 

33,640 

58,688 

16,231 

57,819 

170,720 
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BASE REALIGNMENT Af<U> CLOSURE 95 
CONTINUING ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION AND CARETAKER COST 
ARMY / BRAC 91 ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION AND CARETAKER 
(D(^LARS !N TT1OUSAN0S) 


TOTAL 


CONTINUING ENVIRONMENTAL AND 

CARETAKER COSTS 

FY 2002 

FY 2003 

FY 2004 

FY200S 

FY 2006 

FY 2007 

FY 2008 

FY2009 

FY 02-09 

Environmental 

50,832 

34,414 

31,748 

18,347 

31,547 

53,971 

42,444 

49,012 

312,315 

(Iteration and Maintenance 

1,652 

974 

683 

307 

358 

844 

383 

382 

5,583 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL COSTS 

52,484 

35,388 

32,431 

18,654 

31,905 

54,815 

42,827 

49,394 

317,898 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Revenue From Land Sales 

(2,304) 

(7,000) 

0 

0 

0 

(368) 

lAd'j 

0 

(9,716) 

Appropriation Request 

50,180 

28,3^ 

32.431 

18,654 

31,905 

54,447 

42,783 

49,394 

308,182 


CONTINUING ENVIRONMENTAL AND 

CARETAKER COSTS 

FY2010 

FY 2011 

FY 2012 

FY2013 

TOTAL 

FY 02-13 

Environmental 

51,180 

21,363 

14,012 

10,690 

409,560 

C^eration and Maintenance 

492 

707 

707 

707 

8,197 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL COSTS 

61,672 

22,070 

14.719 

11,397 

417,757 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Revenue From Land Sates 

0 

0 

0 

0 

(9,716) 

Appropriation Request 

51,672 

22,070 

14,719 

11,397 

408,041 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 
PACKAGE DESCRIPTION 


Armv/Location/Packaae : Army/BRAC 91 Environmental Restoration 

and Caretaker. 

Closure Package : 


Costs : 


Military Construction: None . 

Conjunctively- Funded Construction : None. 

Family Housing Construction : None. 

Family Housing Operations : None. 

Environmental Restoration : Includes expected costs to 
implement the remedial actions and long term monitoring 
requirements at the following BRAG 91 installations. 


Installation 

FY13 

ARL Woodbridge 

47 

Ft Ben Harrison 

43 

Ft Devens 

2, 407 

Ft Chaffee 

29 

Ft Ord 

7, 809 

Sacramento 

355 

TOTAL: 

$10,690 


Operation and Maintenance : Costs identified in this package 
are required for caretaker. The following facility requires 
caretaker while awaiting transfer to support local reuse. 

Installation FY13 

Ft Ord 707 

TOTAL: $707 


Military Personnel : None. 

Other : None. 

Revenues from Land Sales : None. 
Savinas : 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 
PACKAGE DESCRIPTION 
(Continued) 

Military Construction : None. 

Family Housing Construction : None. 

Family Housing Operations : None . 

Operation and Maintenance : None. 

Military Personnel : None. 

Other : None. 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 95 
FINANCIAL SUMMARY 

ARMY / BRAC 93 ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION AND CARETAKER 
(DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS) 


TOTAL 


ONE-TIME IMPLEMENTATION COSTS: 

FY 1996 

FY1997 

FY 1998 

FY 1999 

FY 2000 

FY 2001 

FY 96-01 

Military Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Family Housing 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Environment 

3,855 

17 

34 

71 

75 

21 

4,073 

Operation and Maintenance 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Military Personnel - PCS 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Financing Entry 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME COSTS 

3,855 

17 

34 

71 

75 

21 

4,073 

Revenue From Land Sales 

0 

0 

0 

0 

(992) 

0 

(992) 

Appropriation Request 

3,855 

17 

34 

71 

(917) 

21 

3,081 

FUNDING OUTSIDE THE ACCOUNT: 

Military Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Family Housing 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Environmental 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operation and Maintenance 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL OUTSIDE THE ACCOUNT 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

SAVINGS: 

Military Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Family Housing 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operation and Maintenance 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Military Personnel 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Civilian ES 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Military ES 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

NET IMPLEMENTATION COSTS: 

Military Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Family Housing 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Environment 

3,855 

17 

34 

71 

75 

21 

4,073 

Operation and Maintenance 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Military Personnel 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Revenue From Land Sales (-) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

(992) 

0 

(992) 

Financing Entry 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

NET IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 

3,855 

17 

34 

71 

(917) 

21 

3,081 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 95 
CONTINUING ENViRONP^NTAL RESTORATION AND CARETAKER COST 
ARMY / BRAC 93 ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION AND CARETAKER 
(DOUARS IN THOUSMMOS) 


CONTINUING ENVIRONMENTAL AND 
CARETAKER COSTS 
Environmental 
Operation and Maintenance 
Homeowners Assistance Program 
TOTAL COSTS 

Homeowners Assistance Program 
Revenue From Land Sales 
Appropriation Request 


FY 2002 FY2003 FY2004 


4,937 3,319 831 

169 50 447 

0 0 0 

5,106 3,369 1,278 

0 0 0 

(37) 0 0 

5,069 3,369 1.278 


FY2005 FY2006 FY 2007 


3,039 2,450 105 

1,545 322 0 

0 0 0 

4,584 2,772 105 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 

4,^4 2,772 105 


TOTAL 

FY 2008 FY 2009 FY 02-09 


1,808 1,813 18,302 

54 0 2,^7 

0 0 0 

1,862 1,813 20,889 

0 0 0 

(1.172) 0 (1,209) 

690 1,813 19,680 


CONTINUING ENVIRONMENTAL AND 
CARETAKER COSTS 
Environmental 
Operation and Maintenance 
Homeownera Assistance Program 
TOTAL COSTS 

Homeowners Assistance Program 
Revenue From Land Sales 
Appropriation Request 


FY 2010 FY 2011 FY2012 


1,705 2,435 4,827 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 

1,705 2.435 4,827 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 

1,705 2,435 4,827 


0 

1,114 


TOTAL 
FY 02-13 


28,383 

2,^7 

0 

30,970 

0 

(1,209) 

29,761 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 
PACKAGE DESCRIPTION 

Armv/Location/Packaae : Army/BRAC 93 Environmental Restoration 

and Caretaker. 

Closure Package : 

Costs : 

Military Construction: None . 

Conjunctively- Funded Construction : None. 

Family Housing Construction : None. 

Family Housing Operations : None. 

Environmental Restoration : Includes expected costs to 
implement the remedial actions and long term monitoring 
requirements at the following BRAC 93 installations. 


Installation FY13 

Ft Monmouth 40 

Tooele 1,000 

Vint Hill Farms 74 

TOTAL: $1,114 

Operation and Maintenance : None. 


Military Personnel : None. 

Other : None. 

Revenues from Land Sales : None. 
Savinas : 

Military Construction : None. 

Family Housing Construction : None. 
Family Housing Operations : None. 
Operation and Maintenance : None. 
Military Personnel : None . 
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other : 


BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 
PACKAGE DESCRIPTION 
(Continued) 


None . 
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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 
2005 COMMISSION 


ARMY 


Fiscal Year (FY) 2013 Budget Estimates 



JUSTIFICATION DATA SUBMITTED TO CONGRESS 


FEBRUARY 2012 
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FY 2013 BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE DATA 
2005 COMMISSION 
ARMY OVERVIEW 


The Army implemented BRAC 2005 as described in the 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission' s report to 
the President. This FY 2013 budget submission represents the 
costs and savings of implementing all closures and realignment 
actions through FY 2011, and the costs to continue caretaking 
functions and environmental restoration at the remaining BRAC 
properties through FY 2013. The Army continues to cleanup 
properties to support property disposal as quickly as 
available resources allow. The Army continues to align 
cleanup resources with reuse schedules as well as commitments 
that protect human health and the environment. 


I. Fiscal Year 2013: 


A. MAJOR EVENTS SCHEDULE. 

1. All Army BRAC closure and realignment actions are 
complete. The Army began funding all caretaking 
functions from the BRAC account on 16 September 2011 
at all remaining BRAC properties. Caretaking will 
maintain real property assets at levels to protect 
against degradation during transition. 

2. The majority of the budget request in fiscal year 2013 
is for environmental restoration. The program focuses 
on protecting human health and the environment through 
execution of projects that result in transferring 
acreage and achieving goals for remedy in 
place/response complete (RIP/RC) . In addition to 
achieving program goals and objectives, these projects 
must provide beneficial reuse of property and meet 
legally enforceable requirements. 
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FY 2013 BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE DATA 
2005 COMMISSION 
ARMY OVERVIEW 

B. APPROPRIATION REQUEST FY 2013 ($M) : 

CONTINUING ENVIRONMENTAL AND CARETAKER 

COSTS FY2013 

Military Construction 0 

Planning and Design 0 

Environmental 57.790 

Operation and Maintenance 48.429 

Homeowners Assistance Program 0 

TOTAL COSTS 106.219 

Homeowners Assistance Program 0 

Revenue From Land Sales 0 

Appropriation Request 106.219 

C. MISSION IMPACTS. Planned actions will have no adverse 

impact on the missions of affected organizations. 

D. CONJUNCTIVELY FUNDED PROJECTS. None. 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 
PACKAGE DESCRIPTION 


Army/Location/Package : Army/Georgia, Alabama, Kentucky, South 

Carolina, Illinois, North Carolina/Ft. Gilleiti, GA - Commission 
Recommendation #2 

Closure Package : 

a. Close Fort Gillem, GA. Relocate the Headquarters, 1st US 
Army to Rock Island Arsenal, IL. Relocate the 2d Recruiting 
Brigade to Redstone Arsenal, Al. Relocate the 52d Explosive 
Ordnance Disposal (EOD) Group to Fort Campbell, KY. 

Relocate the 81st RRC Equipment Concentration Site to Fort 
Banning, GA. Relocate the 3d US Army Headquarters support office 
to Shaw Air Force Base, SC. Relocate the Headquarters US Forces 
Command (FORSCOM) VIP Explosive Ordnance Support to Pope Air 
Force Base, NC. 

b. Close the Army-Air Force Exchange System (AAFES) Atlanta 
Distribution Center and establish a contiguous enclave for the 
Georgia Army National Guard, the remainder of the 81st RRC units 
and the Criminal Investigation Division (CID) Forensics 
Laboratory. 

One-Time Implementation Costs: 

Military Construction: None. 

Conjunctively- Funded Construction : None. 

Family Housing Construction : None. 

Family Housing Operations : None. 

Operation and Maintenance : None. 

Caretaker ; These funds are for routine maintenance, repair, 
and utilities for the vacant buildings. Caretaker functions will 
continue until properties are conveyed to the local community. 

The FY 2013 budget estimate is $4,168 million. 

Military Personnel : None. 

Other : None. 

Revenues from Land Sales: None. 


Savings : 

Military Construction : None. 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 
PACKAGE DESCRIPTION 
(Continued) 


Family Housing Construction : None. 
Family Housing Operations : None. 
Operation and Maintenance : None. 
Military Personnel : None. 

Other: None. 


Environmental : 

The Army spent $9,705 million on environmental closure and 
cleanup activities to close Fort Gillem, GA, including $1,006 
million spent in FY 2006 through FY 2011 for NEPA document 
preparation at Fort Gillem, GA; Redstone Arsenal, AL; and Fort 
Campbell, KY; and Closure actions at Fort Gillem to close 
landfills and Underground Storage Tanks, and for Radiological 
Decommissioning. Cleanup actions at Fort Gillem will continue 
until property is disposed. The FY 2013 budget estimate is 
$0,808 million. 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 
PACKAGE DESCRIPTION 

Army/Location/Package : Army/Georgia, North Carolina, South 
Carolina, Virginia, Texas/ Fort McPherson, Georgia - Commission 
Recommendation #3 

Closure Package : 

a. Close Fort McPherson, GA. Relocate the Headquarters US Army 
Forces Command (FORSCOM), and the Headquarters US Army Reserve 
Command (USARC) to Pope Air Force Base, NC. Relocate the 
Headquarters 3rd US Army to Shaw Air Force Base, SC. Relocate the 
Installation Management Agency (IMA) Southeastern Region 
Headquarters and the US Army Network Enterprise Technology 
Command (NETCOM) Southeastern Region Headquarters to Fort Eustis, 
VA. Relocate the Army Contracting Agency (ACA) Southern Region 
Headquarters to Fort Sam Houston, TX. 

One-Time Implementation Costs: 

Military Construction: None . 

Conjunctively- Funded Construction : None. 

Family Housing Construction : None. 

Family Housing Operations : None. 

Operation and Maintenance : None. 

Caretaker : These funds are for routine maintenance, repair, 

and utilities for the vacant buildings. Caretaker functions will 
continue until properties are conveyed to the local community. 

The FY 2013 budget estimate is $6,753 million. 

Military Personnel : None. 

Other : None. 

Revenues from Land Sales: None, 


Savings : 

Military Construction : None. 

Family Housing Construction : None. 
Family Housing Operations : None. 
Operation and Maintenance : None. 
Military Personnel : None. 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 
PACKAGE DESCRIPTION 
(Continued) 


Other : None. 

Environmental : 


The Army spent $7,015 million on environmental closure and 
cleanup activities to close Fort McPherson, GA, including $0,996 
million in FY 2006 through FY 2011 for NEPA document preparation 
at Fort McPherson, GA. Closure actions at Fort McPherson were to 
close active ranges, and Underground Storage Tanks, and for 
Radiological Decommissioning. Cleanup actions at Fort McPherson 
will continue until property is disposed. The FY 2013 budget 
estimate is $0,019 million. 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 
PACKAGE DESCRIPTION 


ArmY/Loeation/Package : Army/New Jersey, New York, Maryland, 

Ohio, Virginia, Kentucky, Alabama /Fort Monmouth, New Jersey - 
Commission Recommendation #5 

Closure/Realignment Package : 

a. Close Fort Monmouth, NJ. Relocate the US Army Military 
Academy Preparatory School to West Point, NY. Relocate the Joint 
Network Management System Program Office to Fort Meade, MD. 
Relocate the Budget/Funding, Contracting, Cataloging, Requisition 
Processing, Customer Services, Item Management, Stock Control, 
Weapon System Secondary Item Support, Requirements Determination, 
Integrated Materiel Management Technical Support Inventory 
Control Point functions for Consumable Items to Defense Supply 
Center Columbus, OH, and reestablish them as Defense Logistics 
Agency Inventory Control Point functions; relocate the 
procurement management and related support functions for Depot 
Level Reparable to Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD, and designate 
them as Inventory Control Point functions, detachment of Defense 
Supply Center Columbus, OH, and relocate the remaining integrated 
materiel management, user, and related support functions to 
Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD. Relocate Information Systems, 
Sensors, Electronic Warfare, and Electronics Research and 
Development & Acquisition (RDA) to Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD. 
Relocate the elements of the Program Executive Office for 
Enterprise Information Systems and consolidate into the Program 
Executive Office, Enterprise Information Systems at Fort Belvoir, 
VA. 


b. Realign Fort Belvoir, VA, by relocating and consolidating 
Sensors, Electronics, and Electronic Warfare Research, 

Development and Acquisition activities to Aberdeen Proving 
Ground, MD, except the Night Vision and Electronic Sensors 
Directorate (the Night Vision Lab) and the Project Manager Night 
Vision/Reconnaissance, Surveillance and Target 
Acquisition (PM NV/RSTA) , and by relocating and consolidating 
Information Systems Research and Development and Acquisition 
(except for the Program Executive Office, Enterprise Information 
Systems) to Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD. 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 
PACKAGE DESCRIPTION 
(Continued) 


c. Realign Army Research Institute, Fort Knox, KY, by 

relocating Human Systems Research to Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD. 

d. Realign Redstone Arsenal, AL, by relocating and 
consolidating Information Systems Development and Acquisition to 
Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD. 

e. Realign the PM Acquisition, Logistics and Technology 
Enterprise Systems and Services (ALTESS) facility at 2511 
Jefferson Davis Hwy, Arlington, VA, a leased installation, by 
relocating and consolidating into the Program Executive Office, 
Enterprise Information Systems at Fort Belvoir, VA. 

f. The Secretary of Defense shall submit a report to the 
Congressional Committees of Jurisdiction, that movement of 
Organizations, functions, or activities from Fort Monmouth to 
Aberdeen Proving Ground will be accomplished without disruption 
of their support to the Global War on Terrorism or other critical 
contingency operations, and that safeguards exist to ensure that 
necessary redundant capabilities are put in place to mitigate 
potential degradation of such support, and to ensure maximum 
retention of critical workforce. 

One-Time Implementation Costs : 

Military Construction: None. 

Conlunctively- Funded Construction : None. 

Family Housing Construction : None. 

Family Housing Operations : None. 

Operation and Maintenance : None. 

Caretaker : These funds are for routine maintenance, repair, 

and utilities for the vacant buildings. Caretaker functions will 
continue until properties are conveyed to the local community. 

The FY 2013 budget estimate is $9,558 million. 

Military Personnel : None. 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 
PACKAGE DESCRIPTION 
(Continued) 


Other : None. 

Revenues from Land Sales: None. 


Savings : 

Military Construction : None. 

Family Housing Construction : None. 

Family Housing Operations : None. 

Operation and Maintenance : None. 

Military Personnel : None. 

Other : None. 

Environmental : 

The Army spent $8,447 million on environmental closure and 
cleanup activities to close Fort Monmouth, NJ, including $1,733 
million spent in FY 2006 through FY 2011 for NEPA document 
preparation at Fort Monmouth, NJ and Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD. 
Closure actions at Fort Monmouth were to close active ranges, 
landfills, and Underground Storage Tanks, and for Radiological 
Decommissioning and asbestos abatement. Cleanup actions at Fort 
Monmouth will continue until property is disposed. The FY 2013 
budget estimate is $0,431 million. 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 
PACKAGE DESCRIPTION 

Army/Location/Packaqe : Army/Texas, Okalahoma, Kentucky, 

Pennsylvania /Red River Army Depot, Texas - Commission 
Recommendation #7 

Realignment Package : 

a. Realign Red River Army Depot, TX. Relocate the storage 

and demilitarization functions of the Munitions Center to 
McAlester Army Ammunition Plant, OK. Relocate the munitions 
maintenance functions of the Munitions Center to McAlester Army 
Ammunition Plant, OK, and Blue Grass Army Depot, KY. Relocate the 
depot maintenance of Tactical Missiles to Letterkenny Army Depot, 
PA. Disestablish the supply, storage, and distribution functions 
for tires, packaged Petroleum, Oil, and Lubricants, and 
compressed gases. 

One-Time Implementation Costs: 

Military Construction: None . 

Conjunctively- Funded Construction : None. 

Family Housing Construction : None. 

Family Housing Operations : None. 

Operation and Maintenance : None. 

Caretaker : These funds are for routine maintenance, repair, 

and utilities for the vacant buildings. Caretaker functions will 
continue until properties are conveyed to the local community. 

The FY 2013 budget estimate is $1,180 million. 

Military Personnel : None. 

Other : None. 

Revenues from Land Sales: None. 


Savings : 

Military Construction : None. 
Family Housing Construction : None. 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 
PACKAGE DESCRIPTION 
(Continued) 


Family Housing Operations : None. 
Operation and Maintenance : None. 
Military Personnel : None . 


Other : None. 

Environmental : 

The Army conducted environmental studies and NEPA prior to 
construction and movement, spending $.054 million in FY 2008 and 
FY 2011 for NEPA document preparation at Blue Grass Army Depot. 
Total One-Time Cost is $3,548 million. Cleanup actions at Red 
River Depot will continue until property is disposed. The FY 
2013 budget estimate is $0,205 million. 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 
PACKAGE DESCRIPTION 

Army/Location/Packaqe ; Army/Virginia, Kentucky/ Fort Monroe, 
Virginia - Commission Recommendation #8 

Closure Package : 

a. Close Fort Monroe, VA. Relocate the US Army Training & 
Doctrine Command (TRADOC) Headquarters, the Installation 
Management Command (IMCOM) Northeast Region Headquarters, the US 
Army Network Enterprise Technology Command (NETCOM) Northeast 
Region Headquarters and the Army Contracting Agency Northern 
Region Office to Fort Eustis, VA. Relocate the US Army Accessions 
Command and US Army Cadet Command to Fort Knox, KY. 

One-Time Implementation Costs: 

Military Construction: None . 

Conjunctively- Funded Construction : None. 

Family Housing Construction : None. 

Family Housing Operations : None. 

Operation and Maintenance : None. 

Caretaker : These funds are for routine maintenance, repair, 

and utilities for the vacant buildings. Caretaker functions will 
continue until properties are conveyed to the local community. 

The FY 2013 budget estimate is $6,378 million. 

Military Personnel : None. 

Other : None. 

Revenues from Land Sales: None. 


Savings : 

Military Construction : None. 
Family Housing Construction : None 
Family Housing Operations : None. 
Operation and Maintenance : None. 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 
PACKAGE DESCRIPTION 
(Continued) 


Military Personnel : None. 


Other : None. 

Environmental : 

The Army spent $29,059 million on environmental closure and 
cleanup activities to close Fort Monroe, VA, including $1,679 
million spent for NEPA in FY 2006 through FY 2011. Closure 
actions at Fort Monroe were to close landfills and Underground 
Storage Tanks, and for asbestos abatement. Cleanup actions at 
Fort Monroe will continue until property is disposed. The FY 
2013 budget estimate is $5,806 million. 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 
PACKAGE DESCRIPTION 


Arnyy/Location/Package : Army/Connecticut/RC Transformation in 

Connecticut - Commission Recommendation #15 

Closure Package : 

a. Close Turner US Army Reserve Center, Fairfield, CT, close 
Sutcovey US Army Reserve Center, Waterbury, CT; close Danbury US 
Army Reserve Center Danbury, CT, and relocate units to a new 
Armed Forces Reserve Center and Maintenance Facility in Newtown, 
CT, if the Army is able to acquire land suitable for the 
construction of the facilities adjacent to the existing CT Army 
National Guard Armory in Newtown, CT. The new AFRC and OMS shall 
have the capability to accommodate units from the following 
facilities: Connecticut Army National Guard Armories in 
Naugatuck, Norwalk and New Haven, CT, if the state decides to 
relocate those National Guard units. 

b. Close the US Army Reserve Center, Middletown, CT, the 
Organizational Maintenance Shop, Middletown, CT; the SGT Libby US 
Army Reserve Center, New Haven, CT; the Organizational 
Maintenance Shop, New Haven, CT; the Army Reserve Area 
Maintenance Support Activity #69, Milford, CT, and relocate units 
to a new Armed Forces Reserve Center, Organizational Maintenance 
Shop and Army Maintenance Support Activity in Middletown, CT, if 
the Army is able to acquire land suitable for the construction of 
the facilities. The new AFRC, OMS and AMSA shall have the 
capability to accommodate units from the following facilities: 
Connecticut Army National Guard Armories in Putnam, Manchester, 
New Britain and the CTARNG facility in Newington, CT, if the 
state decides to relocate those National Guard units. 

One-Time Implementation Costs: 

Military Construction : None. 

Conjunctively- Funded Construction : None. 

Family Housing Construction : None. 

Family Housing Operations : None. 

Operation and Maintenance : None . 

Caretaker : These funds are for routine maintenance, repair, 

and utilities for the vacant buildings. Caretaker functions will 
continue until properties are conveyed to the local community. 

The FY 2013 budget estimate is $0,100 million 

Military Personnel : None. 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 
PACKAGE DESCRIPTION 
(Continued) 


Other : None. 

Revenues from Land Sales: None. 


Savings : 

Military Construction : None. 

Family Housing Construction : None . 

Family Housing Operations : None. 

Operation and Maintenance : None. 

Military Personnel : None. 

Other : None. 

Environmental : 

The Army conducted the following environmental studies and 
NEPA prior to construction and movement, spending $1,303 million 
to include $0.76 million in FY 2006 through FY 2011 for NEPA 
document preparation at sites listed below. The FY 2013 budget 
estimate is $0,457 million. 


a. ILT John S. Turner 
— Environmental Condition of Property 
--Environmental Assessment 


b. Middletown 

--Environmental Condition of Property 
— Environmental Baseline Survey 
--Environmental Assessment 


c. AMSA 69 

--Environmental Condition of Property 
--Environmental Assessment 


d. Paul J. Sutcovey 

— Environmental Condition of Property 
--Environmental Assessment 


e. Newtown--Environmental Assessment 

f. New Haven--Environmental Assessment. 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 
PACKAGE DESCRIPTION 

Army/Location/Packaqe : Army/New York/RC Transformation in New 

York - Commission Recommendation #34 

Closure Package : 

a. Close the United States Army Reserve Center, Stewart- 
Newburg, NY, and relocate units to a new Armed Forces Reserve 
Center on Stewart Army Sub Post adjacent to Stewart Air National 
Guard Base, NY. The new AFRC shall have the capability to 
accommodate New York National Guard units from the Readiness 
Center at Newburg, NY, if the state of New York decides to 
relocate those National Guard units. 

b. Close the United States Army Reserve Center and Army 
Maintenance Support Activity, Niagara Falls, NY, and construct a 
new Armed Forces Reserve Center on the existing site in Niagara 
Falls, NY. The New AFRC shall have the capability to accommodate 
the NY National Guard units from the Niagara Falls Readiness 
Center if the state of New York decides to relocate those 
National Guard units. 

c. Close the BG Theodore Roosevelt United States Army Reserve 
Center, Uniondale, NY, the Amityville Armed Forces 

Reserve Center (Army Reserve and Marine Corps Reserve) , 
Amityville, NY, and relocate units into a new Armed Force 
Reserve Center with an Organizational Maintenance Shop on federal 
property licensed to the New York Army National Guard in 
Farmingdale, NY. The new AFRC shall have the capability to 
accommodate New York National Guard units from the following New 
York Army National Guard Readiness Centers: Bayshore, Freeport, 
Huntington Station, Patchogue and Riverhead, and Organizational 
Maintenance Shop 21, Bayshore, NY, if the state of New York 
decides to relocate those National Guard units. 

One-Time Implementation Costs: 

Military Construction: None . 

Conjunctively- Funded Construction : None. 

Family Housing Construction : None. 

Family Housing Operations : None. 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 
PACKAGE DESCRIPTION 
(Continued) 


Operation and Maintenance : None. 

Caretaker : These funds are for routine maintenance, repair, 
and utilities for the vacant buildings. Caretaker functions will 
continue until properties are conveyed to the local community. 

The FY 2013 budget estimate is $0,050 million 

Military Personnel : None. 


Other : None. 

Revenues from Land Sales: None. 


Savings : 

Military Construction : None. 

Family Housing Construction : None. 

Family Housing Operations : None. 

Operation and Maintenance : None. 

Military Personnel : None. 

Other : None. 

Environmental ; 

The Army conducted the following environmental studies and 
NEPA prior to construction and movement, spending $0,925 million 
to include $.282 million in FY 2006 and FY 2007 for NEPA document 
preparation at sites listed below. The FY 2013 budget estimate 
is $0,122 million. 

a. Amityville--Environmental Condition of Property 

b. Stewart 

--Environmental Condition of Property 

--Environmental Assessment 

c. Niagara 

--Environmental Condition of Property 

--Environmental Assessment 

d. Oniondale--Environmental Condition of Property 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 
PACKAGE DESCRIPTION 
(Continued) 


e. Farmingdale--Environmental Assessment 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 
PACKAGE DESCRIPTION 

Army/Location/Package : Army/Pennsylvania/RC Transformation in 

Pennsylvania ~ Commission Recommendation #40 

Closure Package : 

a. Close the United States Army Reserve Center in Lewisburg, 
PA, the United States Army Reserve Center in Bloomsburg, 

PA, the United States Army Reserve Organizational Maintenance 
Shop in Bloomsburg, PA, and relocate units to a new Armed Forces 
Reserve Center with an Organizational Maintenance Facility in the 
Lewisburg / Bloomsburg, PA, area if the Army is able to acquire 
suitable land for the construction of the facilities. The new 
AFRC shall have the capability to accommodate Pennsylvania 
National Guard Units from the following Army National Guard 
Readiness Centers: Lewisburg, PA, Sunbury, PA, Scranton, PA, and 
Berwick, PA, if the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania decides to 
relocate those units. 

b. Close the United States Arnvy Reserve Center in 
Williamsport, PA, the United States Army Reserve Organizational 
Maintenance Shop in Williamsport, PA, and relocate units to a new 
Armed Forces Reserve Center with an organizational maintenance 
facility in Williamsport, PA, if the Army is able to acquire 
suitable land for the construction of the facilities. The new 
AFRC shall have the capability to accommodate Pennsylvania 
National Guard Units from the Army National Guard Readiness 
Center in Williamsport, PA, if the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania 
decides to relocate those units. 

c. Close the Reese United States Army Reserve Center in 
Chester, PA, the United States Army Reserve Organizational 
Maintenance Shop in Chester, PA, the Germantown Veterans Memorial 
United States Army Reserve Center in Philadelphia, PA, the 
Horsham Memorial United States Army Reserve Center in Horsham, 

PA, the ILT Ray S. Musselman Memorial United States Army Reserve 
Center in Norristown, PA, and the North Penn memorial United 
States Army Reserve Center in Norristown, PA, and relocate units 
to a new Armed Forces Reserve Center with an organizational 
maintenance facility at Willow Grove Joint Reserve Base, PA. The 
Army shall establish an enclave at Willow Grove Joint Reserve 
Base, PA, to retain essential facilities to support activities of 
the Reserve Components. 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 
PACKAGE DESCRIPTION 
(Continued) 


d. Close the Wilson Kramer United States Army Reserve Center 
in Bethlehem, PA, and the United States Army Reserve 
Organizational Maintenance Shop in Bethlehem, PA, and relocate 
units to a new United States Army Reserve Center with an 
organizational maintenance facility in the Allentown/ Bethlehem, 
PA, area if the Army is able to acquire suitable land for the 
construction of the facilities. 

e. Close the Philadelphia Memorial United States Armed Forces 
Reserve Center in Philadelphia, PA, the Philadelphia 

Memorial United States Armed Forces Reserve Center Organizational 
Maintenance Shop in Philadelphia, PA, and relocate Army Reserve 
and Marine Corps Reserve units to a new Armed Forces Reserve 
Center with an organizational maintenance facility in Bristol, 

PA, on the existing Bristol Veterans Memorial Reserve Center 
site . 


f. Close the Serrenti Memorial United States Army Reserve 
Center in Scranton, PA, the Serrenti Memorial United States 
Army Reserve Organizational Maintenance Shop in Scranton, PA, the 
United States Army Reserve Center in Wilkes-Barre, 

PA, the United States Army Reserve Organizational Maintenance 
Shop in Wilkes-Barre, PA, and relocate units to a new Armed 
Forces Reserve Center with an organizational maintenance facility 
in Scranton, PA, if the Army is able to acquire suitable land for 
the construction of the facilities. 

One-Time Implementation Costs : 

Military Construction: None . 

Conjunctively- Funded Construction : None. 

Family Housing Construction : None. 

Family Housing Operations : None. 

Operation and Maintenance : None. 

Caretaker : These funds are for routine maintenance, repair, 
and utilities for the vacant buildings. Caretaker functions will 
continue until properties are conveyed to the local community. 

The FY 2013 budget estimate is $0,100 million. 

Military Personnel : None. 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 
PACKAGE DESCRIPTION 
(Continued) 


Other : None. 

Revenues from Land Sales: None. 


Savings : 

Military Construction : None. 


Family Housing Construction : None. 

Family Housing Operations : None. 

Operation and Maintenance : None. 

Military Personnel : None. 

Other : The savings are due to a reduction in procurement. 

Environmental : 

The Army conducted the following environmental studies and 
NEPA prior to construction and movement, spending $1,701 million 
to include $.934 million in FY 2006 through FY 2010 for NEPA 
document preparation at sites listed below. There are no further 
environmental requirements for this package. 

1. Environmental Condition of Property: 

a. Lewisburg 

b. Germantown Veterans Memorial 

c. Musselman Memorial 

d. Wilson Kramer 

e. Serrenti Memorial 

f. Philadelphia Memorial 

g. Wilkes-Barre 

h. Bloomsburg 

i. North Penn 

j . Reese 

k. Horsham 

l. Vernon McGarity 

m. Lycoming 

n. RC Pennsylvania 

2. Environmental Assessment- -Allentown 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 
PACKAGE DESCRIPTION 

Army/Location/Package : Army/Massachusetts, Connecticut/USAR 

Command and Control New England - Commission Recommendation #52 

Closure/Realignment Package : 

a. Close the Westover Armed Forces Reserve Center, Chicopee, 
MA, the MacArthur United States Army Reserve Center, 

Springfield, MA, the United States Army Reserve Area Maintenance 
Support Activity, Windsor Locks, CT, and realign the Malony 
United States Army Reserve Center on Devens Reserve Forces 
Training Area by disestablishing the 94th Regional Readiness 
Command, and relocate all units from the closed facilities to a 
new Armed Forces Reserve Center on Westover Air Reserve Base. 
Establish an Army Reserve Maneuver Enhancement Brigade 
headquarters in the new Armed Forces Reserve Center on Westover 
Air Reserve Base. 

b. Realign Devens Reserve Forces Training Area by relocating 
the 5th JTF, 654th ASG and the 382nd MP Battalion to the new 
Armed Forces Reserve Center on Westover Air Reserve Base. The new 
Armed Forces Reserve Center shall have the capability to 
accommodate Massachusetts Army National Guard units from the 
Massachusetts Army National Guard Armory in Agawam, MA, if the 
state decides to relocate those National Guard units. 

One-Time Implementation Costs: 

Military Construction: None . 

Conjunctively- Funded Construction : None. 

Family Housing Construction : None. 

Family Housing Operations : None. 

Operation and Maintenance : None. 

Caretaker : None. 

Military Personnel : None. 


Other : None. 

Revenues from Land Sales: None. 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 
PACKAGE DESCRIPTION 
(Continued) 


Savings : 

Military Construction : None. 

Family Housing Construction : None. 
Family Housing Operations : None. 
Operation and Maintenance : None. 
Military Personnel : None. 


Other : None. 

Environmental : 

The Army conducted the following environmental studies 
and NEPA prior to construction and movement, spending $0,076 
million in FY 2006 for NEPA document preparation at sites listed 
below. Total One-Time Cost is $0,076 million. FY 2013 budget 
estimate is $0,222 million. 

a. AMSA Windsor Locks: Study - Environmental Condition of 
Property at the closing site and an Environmental Assessment at 
the new site. 

b. AFRC Westover: Study - Environmental Condition of 
Property; NEPA - Environmental Assessment. 

c. RC MacArthur: Study - Environmental Condition of 
Property. 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 
PACKAGE DESCRIPTION 

Army/Location/Packaqe : Army/Pennsylvania, New Jersey, New York, 

Illlnois/USAR Command and Control - Northeast - Commission 
Recommendation #53 

Closure/Realiqnment Package : 

a. Realign Pitt USARC, Coraopolis, PA, by disestablishing the 
HQ 99th Regional Readiness Command and establishing a Northeast 
Regional Readiness Command Headquarters at Fort Dix, NJ. 

b. Close Camp Kilmer, NJ, and relocate the HQ 78'" Division 
at Fort Dix, NJ. 

c. Realign Fort Totten, NY, by disestablishing the HQ 77th 
Regional Readiness Command and establishing a Sustainment Brigade 
at Fort Dix, NJ. 

d. Realign Fort Sheridan, IL, by relocating the 244th 
Aviation Brigade to Fort Dix, NJ. 

e. Realign Fort Dix, NJ, by relocating Equipment 
Concentration Site 27 to the New Jersey Army National Guard 
Mobilization and Training Equipment Site joint facility at 
Lakehurst, NJ. 

f. Close Charles Kelly Support Center and relocate units to 
Pitt US Army Reserve Center, Coraopolis, PA. 

g. Close Carpenter USARC, Poughkeepsie, NY, close McDonald 
USARC, Jamaica, NY, close Fort Tilden USARC, Far Rookaway, NY, 
close Muller USARC, Bronx, NY, and relocate units to a new Armed 
Forces Reserve Center at Fort Totten, NY. 

h. Close the United States Army Reserve Center on Fort 
Hamilton, NY and relocate the New York Recruiting Battalion 
Headquarters and Army Reserve units into a new Armed Forces 
Reserve Center on Fort Hamilton, NY, The new AFRC shall have the 
capacity to accommodate units from the NYARNG 47*'^ Regiment Marcy 
Armory, Brooklyn and the Brooklyn Bedford Armory/OMS, Brooklyn, 
NY, if the state decides to relocate those National Guard units. 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 
PACICAGE DESCRIPTION 
(Continued) 


One-Time Implementation Costs: 

Military Construction: None . 

Conjunctively- Funded Construction : None. 

Family Housing Construction : None. 

Family Housing Operations : None. 

Operation and Maintenance : None. 

Caretaker : These funds are for routine maintenance, repair, 

and utilities for the vacant buildings. Caretaker functions will 
continue until properties are conveyed to local community. The 
FY 2013 budget estimate is $0,175 million. 

Military Personnel : None. 

Other : None. 

Revenues from Land Sales : None. 

Savings : 

Military Construction : None. 

Family Housing Construction : None. 

Family Housing Operations : None. 

Operation and Maintenance : None. 

Military Personnel : None. 

Other ; None. 

Environmental : None. 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 
PACKAGE DESCRIPTION 

Army/Location/Package : Army/California, Illinois/Riverbank Army 

Ammunition Plant, CA - Commission Recommendation #151 

Closure Package : 

a. Close Riverbank Army Ammunition Plant, CA. Relocate the 
artillery cartridge case metal parts functions to Rock Island, IL 

One-Time Implementation Costs: 

Military Construction: None . 

Conjunctively- Funded Construction : None. 

Family Housing Construction : None. 

Family Housing Operations : None. 

Operation and Maintenance : None. 

Caretaker : These funds are for routine maintenance, repair, 

and utilities for the vacant buildings. Caretaker functions will 
continue until properties are conveyed to local community. The 
FY 2013 budget estimate is $0,118 million. 

Military Personnel : None. 

Other : None. 

Revenues from Land Sales: None. 


Savings : 

Military Construction : None. 

Family Housing Construction : None. 
Family Housing Operations : None. 
Operation and Maintenance : None. 
Military Personnel : None . 

Other: None. 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 
PACKAGE DESCRIPTION 
(Continued) 


Environmental : 

The Army spent $7,994 million on environmental closure and 
cleanup activities to close Riverbank Army Ammunition Plant, CA, 
including NEPA documentation preparation at Riverbank, CA and 
Rock Island, IL. Closure actions at Riverbank Army Ammunition 
Plant were to conduct asbestos abatement and close landfills. 
Cleanup actions at Riverbank Army Ammunition Plant totaled $ 3,959 
million in FY 2006 through FY 2009 for property disposal. The FY 
2013 budget estimate is $22,313 million. 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 
PACKAGE DESCRIPTION 


Army/Loeation/Package : Army/ Indiana/Newport Chemical Depot, IN - 

Commission Recommendation #154 

Closure Package : 

a. Close Newport Chemical Depot, IN, in completion of the 
chemical demilitarization mission in accordance with Treaty 
obligations . 

Note: Newport's mission will not end before 2011; therefore, no 
savings were included. 

One-Time Implementation Costs : 

Military Construction : None. 

Coni unctively- Funded Construction : None. 

Family Housing Construction : None. 

Family Housing Operations : None. 

Operation and Maintenance : None. 

Caretaker : These funds are for routine maintenance, repair, 

and utilities for the vacant buildings. Caretaker functions will 
continue until properties are conveyed to local community. The 
FY 2013 budget estimate is $0,004 million. 

Military Personnel : None. 

Other : None. 

Revenues from Land Sales: None. 


Savings : 

Military Construction : None. 

Family Housing Construction : None. 
Family Housing Operations : None. 
Operation and Maintenance : None. 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 
PACKAGE DESCRIPTION 
(Continued) 


Military Personnel : None. 


Other : None. 

Environmental : 

Environmental restoration funds in the amount of $7,717 
million were required to execute the Installation Restoration 
Program and the Military Munitions Response Program. The FY 
2013 budget estimate is $0,193 million. 


Exhibit BC-03 



FY 2013 Budget Estimates 


439 


O O O 1 

SS8! 


• O in O N. O N- 

:88g385 


ooocooioootnom 

ooococjooomom 

ooococooooasofio 

oooo>iododi00iri 


o o o in o o in 
8888888 
d d d d d d d 


o o o o o o o 
o o o o o o o 
o o o o o o o 
o d d d d d d 


o o o o 
8888 
d d d d 


O O O Q 

o o o o 
o o o o 
d d d d 


OOOO-r-OOOi-Or- 

0000 c 5 > 0000 > 00 > 

oooocoooooooeo 

ddddcodddddd 


o o o o o o o 
o o o o o o o 
o o o o o o o 
d d d d d d d 


OOOOIOO-^OOOO 

OOO’^OJOh-O'^Or- 

OOOCOtOOCJOCOOOO 


O O O CM 


> O O O CM O W 


o o o m o o in 
O O O CO Q o » 
o o o o o o o 
d d d d d d d 


0 ^ J 

y 15 ^ >» 

« ,2 c ^ 

1 ti. o < 
«>>=(') 
5 i S 

o « E c 

Tt ? •£ « 

? I 2=^ 

S ^ o ^ 

« -D Q ■r- 

E 5 B c 
c « o 

- s s 

W O 13 
O O C 
CC V 

Si I 

n c 


ooor^coo-^o^o^ 

OOOCOh-OCOOI^Ot^ 

ooo'r-moojocftooj 

ddddcsidcvidNdr^ 


O O O C3) ■. 


o o o o o o 


OOQtMinOOQtQti 

OOdCOCOOQO^O^ 

ooomcMoootooco 

dddd'-^dddi^df^ 


o o o o o o o 
o o o o o o o 
o o o o o o o 
d d d d d d d 


o o o o o o o 
o o o o o o o 
o o o o o o o 
d d d d d d d 


o o o o o o o 
o o o o o o o 
o o o o o o o 
<5 G <6 d c> o 


S 

§ 



o o o o 
o o o o 
o o o o 
d d d d 


o o o o 
o o o o 
o o o o 
d d d d 


« o o o o 

o o o o 
o> o o o o 

d d d d 


o o o o 

O O O Q 
O O O O 

d d d d 


8888 
o o o o 
d d d d 



Exhibit BC-02 BRAC Implementation Cost and Sa>nngs 



FY 2013 Budget Estimates 


440 


o o o o o 

S888S 

d d d d d 


o o o o o 
o o o o o 
o o o o o 
d d d d d 


o o o 
888 
d d d 


o o o 
o o o 
o o o 
d d d 


O O O CO 

888 ? 


o a> o 

O CO o <D 
o a> o h- 
d d d cj 


O O O CO CO 

S S S M 

d d d d o> 


O O O CO 
o o O lO 

O O O CO 

d d d d 


o o o o o 
o o o o o 
o o o o o 


o o o 
o o o 
o o o 


O O O C6 

o o o ^ 
o o o eo 
odd® 


o o o o o 
o o o o o 
o o o o o 
d d d d d 


o o o 
o o o 
o o o 
d d d 


O CM o ^ 
o o 
O 03 O CO 
d d d CM 


O O O CO 

o o o ^ 
o o o eo 
d d d o> 


^ <5 , 
< o ' 
0) .2 


: “ S S 

: |.£ § 


O ^3 CO ^3 

o o o o o 

o o o o o 

d d d d d 


g o o o o 
o o o o 
o o o o o 
d d d d d 


o o o 
o o o 
o o o 
d d d 


o o o 
o o o 
o o o 


o o o o 
o o o o 
o o o o 
d d d d 


o o o o 
o o o o 
o o o o 
o d d d 


o o o o 
o o o o 
o o o o 
d d d d 


o o o o 
o o o o 
o o o o 
d d d d 


o o o o o 

S o o o o 
o o o o 
d d d d d 


o o o o 
o o o o 
o o o o 
d d d d 


! £ £ £ ^ 3 
i 5 iT ii O ^ 



O O 

•i i 


O 2 
cu © 


Exhibit BC'02 BRAC implementation Cost and Savings 



FY 2013 Budget Estimates 


441 


o ^ u> o a o o> 

5SSSS8S 

00 »» d c*) d eo 


** c E 

£ .2 §4c 

§ « S « 
o o i § 

■5 ^ ” 5 


= lA 
C c O 

I 11 = 
£ = .2 
,0> O 4= 


N o> Q o e» < 
T- CD o S <0 < 
o| o o h* c 


I c '55 

■| re 5 „ 
iS 1 “0 ® 


Exhibit BC-04 



442 


BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 
PACKAGE DESCRIPTION 


Army/Location/Packaqe : Army/Kansas, Indiana, Iowa, Tennessee, 

Oklahoma/Kansas Army Ammunition Plant, KS ” Commission 
Recommendation #155 

Closure Package ; 

a. Close Kansas Army Ammunition Plant (AAP) , KS. Relocate 
Sensor Fused Weapon/Cluster Bomb function and Missile warhead 
production to McAlester AAP, OK; 155MM ICM Artillery and 60MM, 
81MM, and 120MM Mortar functions to Milan AAP, TN; 105MM HE, 

155MM HE, and Missile Warhead functions to Iowa AAP, lA; and 
Detonators/relays/delays to Crane Army Ammunition Activity, IN. 

One-Time Implementation Costs: 

Military Construction: None . 

Conjunctively- Funded Construction : None. 

Family Housing Construction : None. 

Family Housing Operations : None. 

Operation and Maintenance : None. 

Caretaker : These funds are for routine maintenance, repair, 

and utilities for the vacant buildings. Caretaker functions will 
continue until properties are conveyed to local community. The 
FY 2013 budget estimate is $1,985 million. 

Military Personnel : None. 

Other : None. 

Revenues from Land Sales: None. 


Savings : 


Military Construction : None. 

Family Housing Construction : None. 
Family Housing Operations : None. 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 
PACKAGE DESCRIPTION 
(Continued) 


Operation and Maintenance : None. 
Military Personnel : None. 


Other : None. 

Environmental : 

The Army spent $141,605 million on environmental closure and 
cleanup activities to close Kansas Army Ammunition Plant, KS . 
Closure actions at Kansas Army Ammunition Plant were to close 
active ranges, landfills, and Underground Storage Tanks, and for 
Radiological Decommissioning and asbestos abatement. Cleanup 
actions at Kansas Army Ammunition Plant will continue until 
property is disposed. The FY 2013 budget estimate is $5,295 
million . 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 
PACKAGE DESCRIPTION 


Army/Location/Packaqe : Army/Mississippi, Illinois/Mississippi 
Army Ammunition Plant, MS - Commission Recommendation #157 

Closure Package : 

a. Close Mississippi Array Ammunition Plant, MS. Relocate 

the 155MM ICM artillery metal parts functions to Rock Island 
Arsenal, IL. 

One-Time Implementation Costs: 

Military Construction: None . 

Conjunctively- Funded Construction : None. 

Family Housing Construction : None. 

Family Housing Operations : None. 

Operation and Maintenance : None. 

Caretaker : These funds are for routine maintenance, repair, 

and utilities for the vacant buildings. Caretaker functions will 
continue until properties are conveyed to local community. The 
FY 2013 budget estimate is $0,160 million. 

Military Personnel : None. 

Other : None. 

Revenues from Land Sales: None. 


Savings : 

Military Construction : None. 

Family Housing Construction : None. 
Family Housing Operations : None. 
Operation and Maintenance : None. 
Military Personnel : None . 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 
PACKAGE DESCRIPTION 
(Continued) 


Other : None. 

Environmental : 

The Army spent $5,333 million on environmental closure and 
cleanup activities to close Mississippi Army Ammunition Plant, 

MS. Closure actions at Mississippi Army Ammunition Plant were to 
close active ranges, landfills, and for Radiological 
Decommissioning and asbestos abatement. Cleanup actions at 
Mississippi Army Ammunition Plant will continue until property is 
disposed. There are no further environmental requirements for 
this package. 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 
PACKAGE DESCRIPTION 

Army/Location/Packaqe : Army/Oklahoma, Texas, Tennessee, Iowa, 

Indiana/Lone Star Army Ammunition Plant, TX - Commission 
Recommendation #162 

Closure Package : 

a. Close Lone Star Army Ammunition Plant (AAP) , TX. Relocate 
the Storage and Demilitarization functions to McAlester AAP, OK. 
Relocate the 105MM and 155MM ICM Artillery, MLRS Artillery, Hand 
Grenades, 60MM and SIMM Mortars functions to Milan AAP, TN. 
Relocate Mines and Detonators/Relays/Delays functions to Iowa 
AAP, lA. Relocate Demolition Charges functions to Crane Army 
Ammunition Activity (AAA) , IN. 

One-Time Implementation Costs: 

Military Construction: None . 

Conjunctively- Funded Construction : None. 

Family Housing Construction : None. 

Family Housing Operations : None. 

Operation and Maintenance : None. 

Caretaker : These funds are for the routine maintenance, 

repair, and utilities for the vacated buildings. Caretaker 
functions will continue until properties are conveyed to local 
community. The FY 2013 budget estimate is $3,200 million. 

Military Personnel : None. 

Other : None. 

Revenues from Land Sales: None. 


Savings : 


Military Construction : None . 

Family Housing Construction : None. 
Family Housing Operations : None. 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 
PACKAGE DESCRIPTION 
(Continued) 


Operation and Maintenance : None. 
Military Personnel : None. 


Other : None. 

Environmental : 

The Army spent $82,690 million on environmental closure and 
cleanup activities to close Lone Star AAP, TX, including $.707 
million one-time cost in FY 2006 through FY 2012 for NEPA 
Environmental assessment prior to construction and movement. 
Closure actions at Lone Star were to close high explosives 
demolition grounds, container storage areas, test areas, and for 
landfills. The FY 2013 budget estimate is $8,179 million. 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 
PACKAGE DESCRIPTION 

Army/Location/Packaqe : Army/Washington, DC, Virginia, Maryland, 

Texas/Walter Reed National Military Medical Center - Commission 
Recommendation #169 

Realignment Package : 

a. Realign Walter Reed Army Medical Center, Washington, DC, 

as follows: relocate all tertiary (sub-specialty and complex 
care) medical services to National Naval Medical Center, 
Bethesda, MD, establishing it as the Walter Reed National 
Military Medical Center Bethesda, MD; relocate Legal Medicine to 
the new Walter Reed National Military Medical Center Bethesda, 
MD; relocate sufficient personnel to the new Walter Reed 
National Military Medical Center Bethesda, MD, to establish a 
Program Management Office that will coordinate pathology 
results, contract administration, and quality assurance and 
control of DoD second opinion consults worldwide; relocate all 
non-tertiary (primary and specialty) patient care functions to a 
new community hospital at Ft Belvoir, VA; relocate the Office of 
the Secretary of Defense supporting unit to Fort Belvoir, VA; 
disestablish all elements of the Armed Forces Institute of 
Pathology except the National Medical Museum and the Tissue 
Repository; relocate the Armed Forces Medical Examiner, DNA 
Registry, and Accident Investigation to Dover Air Force Base, 

DE; AFIP capabilities not specified in this recommendation will 
be absorbed into other DoD, Federal, or civilian facilities, as 
necessary; relocate enlisted histology technician training to 
Fort Sam Houston, TX; relocate the Combat Casualty Care Research 
sub-function (with the exception of those organizational elements 
performing neuro-protection research) of the Walter Reed Army 
Institute of Research (Forest Glen Annex) and the Combat 
Casualty Care Research sub-function of the Naval Medical 
Research Center (Forest Glen Annex) to the Army Institute of 
Surgical Research, Fort Sam Houston, TX; relocate Medical 
Biological Defense Research of the Walter Reed Army Institute of 
Research (Forest Glen Annex) and Naval Medical Research Center 
(Forest Glen Annex) to Fort Detrick, MD, and consolidate it with 
OS Army Medical Research Institute of Infectious Diseases; 
relocate Medical Chemical Defense Research of the Walter Reed 
Army Institute of Research (Forest Glen Annex) to Aberdeen 
Proving Ground, MD, and consolidate it with the US Army Medical 
Research Institute of Chemical Defense; and close the main post. 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 
PACKAGE DESCRIPTION 
(Continued) 


One-Time Implementation Costs : 

Military Construction : None. 

Conjunctively- Funded Construction : None. 

Family Housing Construction : None. 

Family Housing Operations : None. 

Operation and Maintenance : None. 

Caretaker : These funds are for routine maintenance, repair, 

and utilities for the vacant buildings. Caretaker functions 
will continue until properties are conveyed to local community. 
The FY 2013 budget estimate is $6,940 million. 

Military Personnel : None. 

Other : None. 

Revenues from Land Sales: None. 


Savings : None. 

Military Construction : None. 

Family Housing Construction : None. 
Family Housing Operations : None. 
Operation and Maintenance : None. 
Military Personnel : None. 


Other : None. 

Environmental : 

Total One-Time Cost is $15,175 million. The Army conducted 
the following environmental studies and NEPA prior to 
construction and movement. In FY2006 through FY2009, $0,649 
million was spent on Environmental Condition of Property and 
NEPA - Environmental Assessment. The FY 2013 budget estimate is 
$0,847 million. 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 
PACKAGE DESCRIPTION 


Army/Loeation/Package : Army/ Program Management. 

Closure/Realiqnment Package : Program management and planning and 
design costs associated with all Army BRAC 2005 actions. 

One-Time Implementation Costs : 

Military Construction: None . 

Conjunctively- Funded Construction : None. 


Family Housing Construction : None. 

Family Housing Operations : None. 

Operation and Maintenance : Costs identified in this package 
are required by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers for 
reimbursement costs associated with the management of BRAC 2005 
real estate, and other program management requirements. The FY 
2013 budget estimate is $7,560 million. 

Caretaker : None. 

Military Personnel : None. 

Other : None. 

Revenues from Land Sales: None. 


Savings : 

Military Construction : None. 

Family Housing Construction : None. 
Family Housing Operations : None. 
Operation and Maintenance : None. 
Military Personnel : None. 

Other: None. 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE 
PACKAGE DESCRIPTION 
(Continued) 


Environmental : 

The Army spent $42,991 million on the reimbursable program 
management costs associated with the management of environmental 
restoration at the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the U.S. Army 
Environmental Center. The FY 2013 budget estimate is $12,893 
million . 
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Exhibit BC-O I 

FY 2013 Base Realignment and Closure Data 
1990 Commission 
Executive Summary 


Service Overview 

The Department's program provides $146,95 MUIjoninFY 2013 to continue support and cleanup of the 1990 BRAC Commission 
recommendations. Tlie Department's plan will be funded by appropriated funds. Land Sales Revenue and Prior Year financing to 
complete the program. 

Schedule: The program will continue to decrease until property is Itansferred. sold, or completely cleaned per government 
environmental regulations. The efforts inFY 2013 are listed below. 

Naval Air Facility. Adak. AK: Base Closure Account Requirement: $8,037 Million 
I'he funding vsupix)rts Environmental costs. 

Naval Air Station. Agana Guam: Base Closure Account Requirement: $0,242 Million 

The tlmding supports Environmental costs. 

Naval Air Station. Alameda. CA: Base Closure Account Requirement: $12,868 Million 
The ftmding supports Environmental and Operation and Maintenance costs. 

Naval Air Station. Cecil Field. FL: Base Closure Account Requirement: $1,980 Million 
The funding supports Enviroiuncntal costs. 

Naval Station. Charleston. SC: Base Closure Accoiuit Requirement $0,019 Million 
■[be funding supports Ihiviroiimental costs. 

Naval Shinvard. Charleston. SC: Base Closure Accotmt Requimttent $0,021 Million 
The fiuiding .sup^x>rt.s Environmental costs. 

Naval Supply Center. Charleston. SC: Base Closure Accotmt Requirement $0,023 Million 
Tlie funding supports tbviromnenlal costs. 

Naval Air Station. Dallas. TX: Base Closure Account Requirement: $2,044 Million 
The funding siq>ix)rts Environmental costs. 

Naval Clinsiructlon Battallo il Center, Pnv lsvillc. Rl: liase Closure Accounl Requirement Million 
Tbe funding supi.x)rts En vironmental costs, 

NRTF. Driver. VA: Base Closure Account Rec|uirement: $0,025 Million 
TTie funding supports Environmental costs. 

Marine Corns Air Station. El Toro. CA: Base Clo.sijrc Account Requirement $4,515 Million 
The ftmtling supiXH'ts Environmental, and Operation and Mainteiiance costs. 

Naval Activities. Guam: Base Closure Account Requirement $0,017 Million 
’.riie ftmcliitg supiTorts Ibwiroiutiental costs. 

NAWC-Aircraft Division. Tntllananolis. IN: Base Clo.surc Account Requirement $0.U9Miliion 
Tlie fimding supports Environmental. 

Naval Shipyard. Long Beach. CA: Base Closure Account Requirement: $0,073 Miliion 
The ftmding stipix>rts Environmental costs. 

Naval Station. Long Beach. CA: Base Closure Account Requirement $0,426 Million 
Ibe fimding .siq>port.s Environmental costs. 

Navy Surface Warfare Center. Loaisville. KY: Base Closure Account Requuament $0,232 Million 
The funding siq^^xirts Environmental costs. 
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Nava) Shipyard. Mare Island. CA: 13a.sc Closure Account Requirement S6.700 Million 
Tlie funding supiJorts luniromnenlal and Operation and Maintenance costs. 

Naval Air Station. Memphis, TN: Base Closure Account Requirement: $0,283 Nfillion 

The funding supports Environmental costs. 

Naval Air Facility. Midway IS: Ba.sc Closirrc Account Requirement: $0,080 Million 

The funding sup]X)rts Tinvironmenlal costs. 

Naval Air Station. Moffett Field. CA: Base Closure Account Requiranent $1.625Millioit 

The funding supports Environmental costs. 

Naval Training Center. Orlando, FL: Biise Closure Account Requirement $.896 Million 

The funding supports Environmental costs. 

Naval Station. Philadelphia. PA: Ba.se Closure Accoimt Requirement $0,061 Million 

The funding sup{X)rts E.nviromnental cost.s. 

Naval Station Roosevelt Roads. PR: Base Closure Account Requirement $18,357 Million 
i'hc timding supjwrts Environmental and Operation and Maintenance costs. 

Public Works Center. San Francisco. CA: Base Closure Account Requirement; $0,212 Million 

The funding supjx)rts Environmental costs. 

Naval Air Station. South Wevmouth. MA: Idase Closure Account Requirement; $5,396 Million 

■J he fiuiding supjwrts Environmental. 

Naval Station. Treasure Island. CA: Base Closure Account Requirement: $6,842 Million 
llie funding supirorts Environmental costs. 

Naval Station. Treasure Island. CA IHuntcr’s Point Anne.\l: Base Closmc Account I^uirement; $41,466 Million 
'nie ftmding supports Environmental and Operation and Maintenance costs. 

Naval Air Warfare Ccntcr-Aircrnft Division. Trenton. NJ: Bare Closure Account Requirement; $0,924 Million 
■['he funding suppoils Environmental co.sts. 

Marine Corps Air Station. Tustin. CA: Bare Closure Account Requirement $1,106 Million 
The funding supports Environmental and Operation and Maintenance costs. 

Naval Air Warfare Center-Aircraft Division. Warminster. PA: Base Closure Account Requirement: $2,20.^ Million 
The funding supjrerts Environmental costs. 

Naval Surface Warfare Center. White Oak. MD: Base Closure Account Raiuirement $0,189 Million 
The funding supports Environmental costs. 

VARLOCS: Base Clo-sure Acixnint Requirement $20,000 Million 
The fmiding supports Environmental costs. 

Planning. Design, and Management : Base Closure Account Requirement: $6,131 Million 
The funding supixirts Operation and Maintenance costs. 

Mission Impact: 

] I)c{Xii'tmcnt of tire Navy will not be able to dispose of BRAC recommendations if the requested fvmding is not appropriated or 
realized in Land Sale Revenues, 

Environmental Considerations: 

Remedial actioits at allected bases will continue in accordance with the Comprehensive EnvironmaUal Res|K)nsc, Compensation, and liability Act, 
'! hesc actions include landfill closures, groundwater treatments, underground storage lank removals and free produc t removal as required. 

Other: 

N/A 
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0 

0 

0 

0 

Ooerations 

0 

S)0 

S'- 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5S0 

Environmental 

47,316 

95,875 

145^1 

. -.94^' 

82,942 

51.589 

50.875 

568.902 

Stusfess 

1.875 

10,649 

14,837 

500 

1.146 

2.894 

1,014 

32 915 

CempSisnce 

10,358 

22,913- 

74224 

34.810 

32.347 

• B.691 

7.380 

151,223 

Restoration 

34,583 

6Z.31S 

56,201 

' .^654- 

49,449 

40.004 

42.481 

344,764 

Opeial'C-r & yaiosnarcs 

222 

88.788 

221539 

141,^4 

233.682 

38.093 

11.068 

735,021 

Miiitary Psfso^^ei • 5>CS 

G 

4.728 

.. e.406 

318 

177 

0 

0 

1?,629 

HAP 

0 

0 

'.'S'. 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

0 

9.S)0 

12,^: 

45.927 

2,315. 

0 

0 

70.211 

TOTAL COSTS 

67.800 

352.010 

658.627 

321,186 

407,663 

83,687 

61,943 

1.956,916 

Land Salas Revenue {-) 

0 

0 

Q 

0 

-1,328 

-1.393 

-349 

-3,07D 

TOTAL eiKJGET REQUEST Sr,86C 352,013 

Ons-flme tn^lemstitation Costs (Funded by Other Ap|»n>|Kiatictfls) 

IS8.627 

32t.1« 


88.294 

61,594 

1,955,846 

MHiiary Constiiictton 

6,943 

0 

'Or 

' "". '0 

0 

0 

0 

6.943 

Fantify Housing (Opereitons) 

329 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

829 

Operation S Mainlensncs 

25,605 , 

0 

' ■ "0 ". ■ 

Q 

0 

0 

Q 

25,805 

Mititsiy PefSOftnei • PCS 

240 

0 

0 

. 0 • 

0 

0 

0 

240 

Other 

8,083 

4,930 

0 : 

0 

0 

0 

0, 

13,013 

TOTAL COSTS 

40,700 

4,930 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8 

4S,63£I 

^vings 

MiEilaryGonStniclion 

-53.870 

0 

-13,619 

•8,297 

-3,750 

9 

0- 

-37,538 

Fari^ly 

^1394 

-17M 

-1618 

-4522 

•9387 

-8201 

. -8201 . 

45, .591 

Gohatruction 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

.0.'. 

.-51,128 

O^raUans 

-m 

-1,768 

-1.618 

-4.622 

-9,387 

•8401. 

■ -s-zbi' 

■ ■••34, '463.: 

Operatton. S Maintenattoe 

. ■ . .t2;mi '■ 

-18,343 

-m.037 

-233,832 

-301-438 

-305,557 

.306,557'. 


Wl^ary PerBonnel- PCS.. 

-L623:; 

-18.^ 

-49.963 

-8t.890 

.123.232 

-151,963 

. ■i5l,983'. . 

. 479,204. 

Other 

•19.259 

-97,719 

-100-758 

• 163,944 

-199.893 

•■183,251 

.1«3;251 

' .948.075 

CWiaftl^'(EhdS1fBngmv ' ■ 

■ ■-.1321': ■ 

^2.583, 

•3.593 

•4.287 

•4.328 

4;', 822 ' 

•3,822; 

. '-23', 758: 

Military E'S'tCmii Strength) " 

-87 

• 1048 

•1,878 

-2,582 

-3,719 

■ 4,038. 

" . .-4.b88 ' 

■ .-17..4fl8' 

TOTAL SAVINGS 

-S9.307 

•136.360 

•301,995 

490,485 

•637,700 

448,992 

448,992 

-2,^63,631 

Netimpleinentation Costa . 

MilHaiy Construction 

12,335 ■■ 

152,519 

269.053 

32.356 

84.797 

0 

■ . ■ O' ■ 

541,060 

FamUyHousftyg 

■ '-SI.IKS'. 

•1568 

•1,618 

•4,522 

-9.387 

•8,201 

■-8,201'.. 

44.262 

Censtitialititt 

. -S1128 

0 

3 

0 

0 

O' 

0 

■ -51,128 

C^rsratiohs 

63 

-1268 

•1.618 

•4.522 

•9,387 

-8,201 

-8„201 : 

•■33,134 

Ehwirortmsntai 

47,316 • 

95.875 

145,341 

94.964 

82.942 

51,589 

50.875 

568,902 

Studies 

1,875 

10.849 

14.837 

500 

t.146 

2.894 

1,014 

32.915 

Comfi^lance 

10.858 

22,913 

74.224 

34.810 

32,347 

8.691 

7.380 

191.223 

Restdrafiort 

34.583 

62.313 

56.280 

59.654 

49.449 

40.004 

42,481 

344.7S4 

Operatiort S Mainiertancs 

13,186 

70,445 

as^ 

•02.508 

47,756 

497,453 

-294,489 

-552.799 

M®aTy Personnel - PCS 

-1,333 

-13.^2 

.-43,557 

^1,572 

•123,055 

-151.983 

-151,983 

-567,335 

HAP. 

O' 

9 

S 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

OSVer 

-11,176 

-83.189 

-88.389 

-tis.ot? 

-197,578 

-183.251 

-183,251 

-664,851 

L^rsd Sates Revenue (-) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

-1,328 

•1,393 

-349 

•3.070 

Givtlssn ES (End Slrengih) 

-1.321 

-2.583 


^,287 

-4.328 

-3.822 

-2,822 

■23.756 

Military ES {EmS Sfe^ngHi) 

-37 

-1.048 

-1,878 ; 

^562 

-3.719 

-4,088 

-4.088, 

-17.488 

NET IMRiMENTATlON COSTS 

9,193 

220,980 

356,632 

-169,299 

-231,365 

•580,698 

487,398 

462,3J^ 
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BASEa.(^JE£» 

BASE REALSGNMEMI CLOSI^ Cb»MiSS!OM| 

FiMA^ICfM.3yillllAl¥y 

Closure/ReaMgnment Location' Overail Financial Summary 


Ono-time Imptemontation Costs 

19S4 

1995 

1996 

1M7 

1993 

1S99 

TOT^ 

Mii.tary Consl'uction 

272.422 

532.611 

727,964 

216,969 

124.445 

18,800 

t 893,211 

Fatffilv Hoosmg 

0. 

0 

ia^ 

0 

0 

, , 0 

50,300 

Corsstaicsion 

0 

Q 

mas 

-0; 

0 

0 

10,300 

Operatons 

G 

0 

" «.. 

0 

0 

0 

0 

En«ronmsn!ai 

152.i2G 

200,2a : 

'.. 136.334, '. 

218,£fe8 

196,189 

152,724 

1 055.657 

Studies 

2,897 

4,0« 

3,^2 

1,092 

4.239 

830 

le-ise 

Compiisnce 

5?,2tt 

126,397 

W,979 

99,978 

59,792 

47,448 

47?,8C5 

Rgstoralion 

92.012 

69.779 

46,£H^ 

116,998 

132J58 

104,446 

,396 

Ope'^Sar S nienancs 

315,334 

667,008 

821,452 

223,097 

150,308 

71,795 

2 048,994 

Mif-iary Personnel - PCS 

11,984 

21,000 

11,703 

14,682 

9,472 

17,734. 

86.575 

Other 

32,604 

18,2K 

6,577 

4,267 

0 

0 

61,?03 

HAP 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL COSTS 

784,464 

1.439,086 

1.514,330 

S77,(»3 

480,414 

261,053 

5,156.440 

Land Sates Revenue (-) 

0 

-2,578 

0 

0 

-51 

Q 

-2',629 

TOTAL BUDGET REQUEST 

784,464 

1,438,518 

1.514,330 

€77,083 

m,su 

281,053 

5,153,811 

Savings 

MiWaiy CoflstfuctiW! 

-38.860 

-29.58D 

-75.044 

-39,052 

-13,948 

-20-,602 

-2t7,(»6 

Family Housing 

-8.117 

-7,633 

-27.064 

-29,814 

■49.609 


-208,323. 

Constniction 

-7,380 

0 

41,600 

0 

0 

-37,100 

-66,060 

Operations 

-757 

-7,633 

-15;464 

-29,814 

-49,609 

•48.986 

.152,263 

Operaiton <& Maintenance 

-46,872 

-94,515 

*360.911 

•539,596 

■677,959 

-731,553 

-2.451 ,4G6 

MiBtaty Persotvts! • P^S .... . 

. -6,485 

-55,706 

-96,796 

•}90,882 

-281,139 

-315,852 

-946,860. 

Other 

-2,941 

45,114 

420,198 

486,012 

-201J16 

•205,74! 

: ■73i;722\ 

CMlsnESiEndStfOngth) 

-9.203 

-18.983 

-23.123 

-22.250 

•23.254 ■ 

-23,254'. 

. -120;067 

MiNlaryES (End Strength)'.. 

'1.936 

•4.873 

-7.757 

-8,241 

-8,261 

-8,261 

■■■ -39,329 ■, 

TOTAL SAVINGS 

-103,275 

-202.548 

-680,013 

486356 

-1,224,371 

-1.399,834 


Net impfernftntatioh Costs 

MiKtary .Construction 

233.562 

503,031 

652.920 

177.917 

110.497 

' ■ -1',80'2. 

■ 1,676:,12S'. 

Family Hotisiria 

•8;ii7 

-7.633 

-16.764 

-29,814 

49.609 

^86,086 

.198,023 

Construction 

-7,360 

0 

-1.300 

0 

0 

-37.1.00 

45,760 

Op^^ns 

.... -757 . . 

-7.633 

-15.464 

-29.814 

•49.609 

-48,988 

-152,263' 

EnvtrbniTienlai 

152,120 

200.222 

136.334 

218.068 

196.189 

152,724 

1.055,657 

Studies 

2,897 

4,046 

3,352 

1.092 

4,239 

830 

■ '16,456 

Compfiance 

57,211 

126.397 

86.979 

99,978 

59792 

47,448 

477,805 

Restoration 

92,012 

69,779 

46.003 

116,998 

132.158 

104,446 

561,396 

Operation & MsinienaiKte 

268,462 

572,493 

260.541 

-316499 

-527.651 

■S59,758 

-402,412. 

Mitary Personnel - PCS 

5,499 

-34.706 

•85,093 

-176,200 

-271.667 

•298,118 

-860.285 

Trahster to HAP 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

29.663 

3,141 

-113,621 

-181,745 

-201.716 

-205,741 

-670,019, 

Land Sales Revenue (-) 

G 

-2,578 

0 

0 

-51 

0 

-2,629 

Civ^iars £S (End S(ren^h) 

-9.203 

48,983 

-23,123 

-22,250 

-23.254 

-23,254 

-120,067 

Miiilary ES (End S^ngth) 

4,936 

-4,873 

-7J57 

-8,241 

-8.261 

-8,261 

•39.329 

NET tMPLEMENTATiON COSTS 

681,189 

1,233,970 

834,317 

-308,273 

-744,008 

-1,098,731 

598,414 
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BASE CLOSURE IV 

BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE (1995 COMMISSION) 
FINANCIAL SUMMARY 
($000) 


Closure/Reaiignment Location: Overall Financial Summary 


One-Time implementation Costs 

1996 

1997 

1998 

1^9 

2000 

2001 

1996-2001 

Military Construction 

165,446 

61,603 

213,425 

118,368 

20,^5 

0 

579,477 

Family Housing 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Environmental 

91.919 

81,142 

102.314 

114,281 

123,232 

384,552 

^7,440 

Studies 

11,138 

1,891 

2,351 

1,252 

1,272 

1,250 

19,154 

Compliance 

67,038 

37,314 

23,275 

25,125 

12,443 

79,673 

244,868 

Restoration 

13,743 

41.937 

76,688 

87,904 

109,517 

303,629 

633,418 

Operation & Maintenance 

228.950 

287,670 

120.642 

73,734 

55,586 

41,465 

808,047 

Military Personnel 

1,543 

710 

2,402 

0 

76 

9 

4,740 

Other 

1.203 

491 

0 

3.401 

2,387 

643 

8,125 

HAP 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL COSTS 

489,061 

431,616 

438,783 

309,784 

201,916 

426,689 

2,297,829 

Estimate Land Revenues(-) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL BUDGET REQUEST 

One-time Implementation Costs 
(Funded by other Appropriations) 

489,061 

431,616 

438,783 

309,764 

201,916 

426,669 

2,297,829 

0 & M Navy 

0 

13,300 

0 

15,000 

12,500 

0 

40,800 

0 & M Marine Corps 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,626 

3,722 

8,348 

TOTAL COSTS 

0 

13,300 

0 

15,000 

17,126 

3,722 

49,148 

Savings 

Military Construction 

•4.900 

0 

-1,400 

-1,100 

-1,310 

-15,540 

-24,250 

Family Housing 

0 

•1,836 

-9,583 

-20,724 

•21,383 

-22,071 

-75,597 

Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operations 

0 

•1,836 

-9,583 

•20,724 

•21,383 

•22,071 

•75,597 

Operation & Maintenance 

11,670 

31.459 

-83,674 

•100,058 

-110,464 

-118,636 

-369,703 

Military Personnel • PCS 

230 

520 

•28,150 

•47,546 

•58,272 

-66,795 

-200,013 

Other 

•566,082 

-509,166 

•549.874 

•465,262 

-491,633 

•505,351 

-3,087,368 

Civilian ES(End Strength) 

•4,251 

•4.640 

•5,391 

-5.483 

-7,072 

•6,980 

•33,817 

Military ES(End Strength) 

0 

116 

•791 

-873 

-1,246 

•1,254 

'4,048 

TOTAL SAVINGS 

•559,082 

-479, i»3 

•672,681 

-634,690 

-683,062 

-728,393 

-3,756,931 

Net implementation Costs 

Military Construction 

160,546 

61,603 

212,025 

117,268 

19,326 

-15,540 

566,227 

Family Housing 

0 

•1,836 

-9,583 

-20,724 

-21,383 

-22,071 

■76,697 

Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operations 

0 

-1,836 

-9,583 

-20,724 

•21,383 

-22,071 

■76,597 

Environmenlai 

91,919 

81.142 

102,314 

114.281 

123,232 

384,552 

897,440 

Studies 

11,138 

1,891 

2,351 

1,252 

1,272 

1,250 

19,154 

Compliance 

67,038 

37,314 

23,275 

25,125 

12,443 

79,673 

244,868 

Restoration 

13,743 

41,937 

76.688 

87,904 

109,517 

303,629 

633,418 

Operation & Maintenance 

240,620 

332.429 

36,968 

-11,324 

-42,378 

-77,171 

479,144 

Military Personnel - PCS 

1,773 

1,230 

-25,748 

-47,546 

-58,196 

-66,786 

-195,273 

HAP 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

•564,879 

•508.675 

-549,874 

•461,861 

-489,246 

-504,708 

■3,079,243 

Estimate Land Revenues(-) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Civilian ES{End Strength) 

•4,251 

•4.640 

-5,391 

•5,483 

■7,072 

•6,980 

-33,817 

Military ES(End Strength) 

0 

116 

-791 

•873 

-1,246 

-1,254 

-4,048 

NET IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 

-70,021 

-34,107 

-233,898 

•309,906 

-464,020 

-298,002 

-1,409,954 
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BASE CLOSURE IV 

BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE (1995 COMMISSION) 
FINANCIAL SUMMARY 
($000) 


Closure/Reaiignment Location: 4010 - Naval Air Facility. Adak, /UC 


1996 

One-Time Implementation Costs 

Military Construction 0 

Family Housing 0 

Construction 0 

Operations 0 

Environmental 25.850 

Studies 682 

Compliance 24,683 

Restoration 485 

Operation & Maintenance 898 

Military Personnel 0 

Other 0 

HAP 0 

TOTAL COSTS 26,748 

Estimate Land Revenues(-) 0 

TOTAL BUDGET REQUEST 26,748 

One-time Implementation Costs 
(Funded by other Appropriations) 

O & M Navy 0 

0 & M Marine Corps 0 

TOTAL COSTS 0 

Savings 

Military Construction 0 

Family Housing 0 

Construction 0 

Operations 0 

Operation & Maintenance 0 

Military Personnel - PCS 0 

Other 0 

Civilian ES(End Strength) 0 

Military ES(End Strength) 0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 

Net implementation Coats 

Military Construction 0 

Family Housing 0 

Construction 0 

Operations 0 

Environmental 25.850 

Studies 682 

Compliance 24,683 

Restoration 485 

Operation & Maintenance 898 

Military Personnel ■ PCS 0 

HAP 0 

Other 0 

Estimate Land Revenues(-) 0 

Civilian ES(End Strength) 0 

Military ES(End Strength) 0 

NET IMPLEMENTATiON COSTS 26,748 


1997 

1^8 

1999 

2000 

2001 

1996-2001 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

29.493 

38,266 

32,770 

17,662 

12,625 

156,666 

77 

60 

6 

0 

17 

842 

2.229 

0 

0 

0 

0 

26,912 

27,187 

38,206 

32,764 

17,662 

12,608 

128,912 

3,^8 

329 

2,865 

7,011 

607 

15,178 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

32,961 

38,595 

35,635 

24,673 

13,232 

171,844 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

32,961 

38,595 

35,635 

24,673 

13,232 

171,844 


13,300 

0 

15,000 

12,500 

0 

40,800 

0 

0 

0 

4,626 

2,082 

6,708 

13,300 

0 

15,000 

17,126 

2,082 

47,508 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

-997 

-8,669 

-11,906 

-12,264 

-12.631 

-46,467 

•478 

-10.505 

-20,548 

-21,005 

-21,441 

■73,977 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

-12 

-515 

-615 

-515 

-515 

■2,072 

-1,475 

-19,174 

-32,454 

-33,269 

-34,072 

-120,444 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

29.493 

38.266 

32,770 

17,662 

12,625 

156,666 

77 

60 

6 

0 

17 

842 

2.229 

0 

0 

0 

0 

26,912 

27.187 

38,206 

32,764 

17,662 

12,608 

128,912 

15.771 

-8.340 

5,959 

7,247 

-12,024 

9,511 

•478 

-10.505 

-20,548 

-21,005 

-21 ,441 

-73,977 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

-12 

-515 

-515 

■515 

-515 

-2,072 

44,786 

19,421 

18,181 

8,530 

-18,758 

98,908 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE IV 
(1995 COMMISSION) 

Narrative Summary 


4010 - Naval Air Facility, Adak, AK 


DISPOSAL ACTION 

Approxiinaleh' 47,200 acres reverted back to the Department of Interior (DOI) and subsequently conveyed io The Aleut Corporation 
(TAC) via a land exchange between DOI and TAC In 2004. 

Approximately 24,000 acres reverted back to DOI and transferred to UW Fish and Wildlife Service (USF&WS) for use as a wildlife 
refuge in 2004. 5,600 acres have been retained by the Navy per^iing cnv'iromnental cleanup of munitions. The intent is to revert the 
remaining 5.600 acres to DOI for transfer to the USF&WS for use as a wildlife refuge. 


CLOSURFTREALIGNMENT ACTION 

Tlie i 995 BR AC Commission recommended the closure of Naval Air Facilitv- (NAF) Adak. NAF Adak operationally closed on 
March 31. 1997. 


ONE- ITME lMPl.EMENl'ATION COSTS 

Military Construction 
None in FY 20l'3 

Faniilv Housing Construction 
None in FY ioB 

Family Housing Operations 
None in FY 2(U .3 


Environmental 

Studies 

None iit FY 201,3 

Compliance 
None inFY 2013 

Installation Restoration 

Requirements address environmental restoration activities (soil and groundwater cleanup) necessaiy to meet Federal. State 
and Local regulations to protect human health and the cm ironmcni. 


Operation and Maintenance 

Caretaker 
None in FY 2013 

Rea! Estate 
None in FY 2013 
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BASE CLOSURE iV 

BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE (1995 COMMISSION) 
FINANCIAL SUMMARY 
($000) 


Closure/Reaiignment Location: 2200 - Naval Air Stati(xi /^^ana, Guam 


One-Time Implementation Costs 

1996 

1997 

1998 

1^9 

2000 

2001 

1996-2001 

Military Construction 

1,215 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,215 

Family Housing 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Environmental 

331 

102 

2.309 

4,027 

3,807 

11,156 

21,732 

Studies 

62 

10 

0 

48 

34 

0 

154 

Compliance 

222 

27 

139 

456 

27 

775 

1,646 

Restoration 

47 

65 

2.170 

3,523 

3,746 

10.381 

19,932 

Operation & Maintenance 

14 

63 

843 

728 

275 

0 

1,923 

Military Personnel 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

HAP 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL COSTS 

1,560 

165 

3,152 

4,755 

4,082 

11,156 

24,870 

Estimate Land Revenues(-) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL BUDGET REQUEST 

One-time Implementation Costs 
(Funded by other Appropriations) 

1,560 

165 

3,152 

4,765 

4,082 

11,156 

24,870 

0 & M Navy 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

OS M Marine Corps 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL COSTS 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Q 

0 

Savings 

Military Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Family Housing 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operation & Maintenance 

0 

-3.700 

0 

0 

0 

0 

-3,700 

Military Personnel - PCS 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

-2,630 

0 

-4.450 

0 

0 

0 

■7,080 

Civilian ES(End Strength) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Military ES(Ehd Strength) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 

•2,630 

-3,700 

-4,460 

0 

0 

0 

-10,780 

Net Implementation Costs 

Military Construction 

1,215 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,215 

Family Housing 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Environmental 

331 

102 

2.309 

4,027 

3,807 

11,156 

21,732 

Studies 

62 

10 

0 

48 

34 

0 

154 

Compliance 

222 

27 

139 

456 

27 

775 

1,646 

Restoration 

47 

65 

2.170 

3,523 

3,746 

10,381 

19,932 

Operation & Maintenance 

14 

-3,637 

843 

728 

275 

0 

■1,777 

Military Personnel - PCS 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

HAP 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

•2,630 

0 

•4,450 

0 

0 

0 

-7,080 

Estimate Land Revenues(-) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Civilian ES(End Strength) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Military ES(End Strength) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

NET IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 

-1,070 

-3,535 

-1,298 

4,755 

4,082 

11,156 

14,090 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE IV 
(1995 COMMISSION) 

Narrative Summary 


2200 - NAS Agana, Guam 


DISPOSAL ACTION 

All parcels were disposed of by September 20{K). Na \7 retained environmental cleanup responsibilities. 


CLOSURE/REALIGNMENT ACTION 

Tlie 1993 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commi^ion directed the closure of Naval Air Station (NAS) Agana. NAS was 
operationally closed on 3 1 March 1995, 


ONE-TIME IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 

Military' Constmetion 
None in FY 2013 

Family Housing Constmetion 
None 'In FY 20 

Family Housing Operations 
None in FY 2013 


Environmental 

Studies 

None in FY 2013 

Compliance 
None in fY 2013 

Installation Restoration 

Requirements address environmental restoration activities (soil and groundwater cleanup) necessaiy to meet Federal. State 
and Local regulations to protect human licalth and the environmem. 


Operation and Maintenance 

Caretaker 
NoneiuTY 2013 

Real Estate 
None in FY 2013 
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BASE CLOSURE IV 

BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE (1995 COMMISSION) 
FINANCIAL SUMMARY 
($000) 


Closure/Reaiignment Location: 1650 - Naval AirSta!ic»i Aiameda, CA 


1696 

One-Time implementation Costs 

Military Construction 16,310 

Family Housing 0 

Construction 0 

Operations 0 

Environmental 1,419 

Studies 270 

Compliance 679 

Restoration 470 

Operation & Maintenance 5,729 

Military Personnel 122 

Other 0 

HAP 0 

TOTAL COSTS 23,580 

Estimate Land Revenues(-) 0 

TOTAL BUDGET REQUEST 23,580 

One-time Implementation Costs 
(Funded by other Appropriations) 

O & M Navy 0 

0& M MarineCorps 0 

TOTAL COSTS 0 

Savings 

Military Construction 0 

Family Housing 0 

Construction 0 

Operations 0 

Operation & Maintenance 0 

Military Personnel • PCS 0 

Other 0 

Civilian ES(End Strength) 0 

Military ES(End Strength) 0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 

Net Implementation Costs 

Military Construction 16,310 

Family Housing 0 

Construction 0 

Operations 0 

Environmentai 1,419 

Studies 270 

Compliance $79 

Restoration 470 

Operation & Maintenance 5.729 

Military Personnel • PCS 122 

HAP 0 

Other 0 

Estimate Land Revenues(-) 0 

Civilian ES(End Strength) 0 

Military ES(End Strength) 0 

NET IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 23,580 


1697 

1^8 

1999 

2000 

2001 

1996-2001 

2,049 

131 

0 

0 

0 

18,4^ 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

154 

966 

3,361 

1,874 

45,190 

52,964 

0 

0 

0 

71 

176 

517 

154 

908 

1,979 

474 

6,598 

10,792 

0 

58 

1,382 

1,329 

38,416 

41,655 

70 

0 

41 

622 

109 

6,571 

a)6 

96 

0 

0 

0 

424 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,479 

1,193 

3,402 

2,496 

45,299 

78,449 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,479 

1,193 

3,402 

2,496 

45,299 

78,449 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

•801 

-1,649 

-1,615 

-1,575 

-1 ,608 

-7,248 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

-46 

-46 

-42 

-42 

-42 

-218 

•801 

-1,649 

-1,615 

•1,575 

-1,608 

-7,248 

2,049 

131 

0 

0 

0 

18,490 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

154 

966 

3,361 

1,874 

45,190 

52,964 

0 

0 

0 

71 

176 

517 

154 

908 

1,979 

474 

6,598 

10,792 

0 

58 

1,382 

1,329 

38,416 

41,656 

70 

0 

41 

622 

109 

6,571 

•595 

•1.553 

-1,615 

■1,575 

-1 ,608 

-6,824 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

-46 

-46 

-42 

-42 

-42 

-218 

1,678 

-456 

1,787 

921 

43,691 

71,201 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE IV 
(1995 COMMISSION) 

Narrative Summary 


1650 - NAS Alameda, CA 


DISPOSAI. ACTION 

The planned disposal date for the last parcel is November 2020. 

Navy used existing special legislation for FISC Oakland to conve}- the Alameda Annex to the City of Alameda in July 2000. 


CLOSURE/REALIGNMENT ACTION 

Tlie i 993 Commission recommended the closure of Naval Air Station (NAS) Alameda. NAS Alameda consists of two sites: NAS 
Alameda and Alameda Annex. Alameda Annex was formally part of FISC Oaklaitd but lias been realigned with NAS Alameda since 
tte Annex is adjacent to NAS Alameda and remediation requirements are cominon between the two sites. This base was operationally 
closed on 30 April 1997. 


ONE- riME IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 

Military Construction 
None in FY 2013 

Family Housing Construction 
None in FY 2013 

Family Housing Operations 
NoneinFVloI^ 


Environmental 

Studies 

None in FY 2013 

Compliance 
None inFV 2013 


Installation Restoration 

Reqiiireraenls address envirorancntal restoration acti\ iiies (soil and groundw ater cleanup) necessaiy to meet Federal. State 
and Local regulations to protect human Iicallh tmd the cm ironment. and in support of BRAC properly disposal initiatives. 


Operation and Maintenance 

Requirement covers management of federally listed endangered species (California Least Tcm), 

Caretaker 

Requirement covers labor and general support for tlic caretaker site office, facility management to include general 
maintenance of real property , utilities, and securi^^ Fire and police sen iccs are included where neccssan-. 

Real Estate 

Covers costs associated with real estate to include sim'eys, propertj' disposal announcements, and other costs associated with 
real estate. 
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BASE CLOSURE IV 

BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE (1995 COMMISSION) 
FINANCIAL SUMMARY 
($000) 


Closure/Reaiignmen! Location: 2300 - Naval Air Statiwi Cedi Field, FL 


1996 

One-Time Implementation Costs 

Military Construction 6,203 

Family Housing 0 

Construction 0 

Operations 0 

Environmental 2,106 

Studies 2,106 

Compliance 0 

Restoration 0 

Operation & Maintenance 0 

Military Personnel 176 

Other 0 

HAP 0 

TOTAL COSTS 8,485 

Estimate Land Revenues(-) 0 

TOTAL BUDGET REQUEST 8,485 

One-time Implementation Costs 
(Funded by other Appropriations) 

O&MNavy 0 

0& M Marine Corps 0 

TOTAL COSTS 0 

Savings 

Military Construction 0 

Family Housing 0 

Construction 0 

Operations 0 

Operation & Maintenance 275 

Military Personnel - PCS 0 

Other -214,722 

Civilian ES(End Strength) 0 

Military ES(End Strength) 0 

TOTAL SAVINGS -214,447 

Net implementation Costs 

Military Conetruction 6,203 

Family Housing 0 

Construction 0 

Operations 0 

Environmental 2,i06 

Studies 2,106 

Compliance 0 

Restoration 0 

Operation & Maintenance 275 

Military Personnel - PCS 176 

HAP 0 

Other -214,722 

Estimate Land Revenues(-) 0 

Civilian ES(End Strength) 0 

Military ES(End Strength) 0 

NET IMPLEMENTATION COSTS -205,962 


1997 

1998 

1^9 

2000 

2001 

1996-2001 

9,445 

27,041 

23,331 

11,811 

0 

77,831 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

531 

153 

1,619 

6,158 

13,972 

24,539 

531 

153 

18 

0 

5 

2,813 

0 

0 

1,371 

0 

5,352 

6,723 

0 

0 

230 

6,158 

8,615 

15,003 

1,652 

10,127 

15,971 

998 

304 

29,052 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

176 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

11,628 

37,321 

40,921 

18,967 

14,276 

131,598 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

11,628 

37,321 

40,921 

18,967 

14,276 

131,598 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

-4.689 

-9.443 

-4,367 

-5,543 

-5,675 

-29,442 

5,766 

11,296 

10.605 

3,441 

-3,610 

27,498 

-81,550 

-45,800 

0 

0 

0 

-342,072 

0 

0 

-29 

-29 

-29 

-87 

308 

272 

252 

-93 

-93 

646 

-80,473 

-43,947 

6,238 

-2,102 

-9,285 

-344,016 

9,445 

27,041 

23,331 

11,811 

0 

77,831 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

531 

153 

1,619 

6,158 

13,972 

24,539 

531 

153 

18 

0 

5 

2,813 

0 

0 

1,371 

0 

5,352 

6,723 

0 

0 

230 

6,158 

8,615 

15,003 

-3,037 

664 

11,604 

-4,545 

-5,371 

-390 

5,766 

11,296 

10,605 

3,441 

-3,610 

27,674 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

•81,550 

-45.800 

0 

0 

0 

-342,072 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

-29 

-29 

-29 

-87 

308 

272 

252 

-93 

-93 

646 

-68,845 

-6,626 

47,159 

16,865 

4,991 

-212,418 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE IV 
(1995 COMMISSION) 

Narrative Summary 


2300- NAS Cecil Field, FL 

DISPOSAL ACl’ION 

One parcel remains. Final disposal action is projected to occur in August 2012. The cnvironmenlai cleanup completion is projected 
to be FY2026. 

CLOSLRFVREALIGNMENT ACTION 

The 1993 Base Realignment and Closure Commission directed closure of NaNal Air Station (NAS). Cecil Field, NAS Cecil Field was 
operationally closed on 30 September 1999. 


ONE-TIME IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 

Mililarv Construction 
None in FY 2013 

Family Housing Construction 
None in FY 20 13 

Family Housing Operations 
None in FY 20 13 


Environmental 

Studies 

None in FY 2013 
Compliance 

Requirements address environmental compliance and pollution prevention activities nccessarj^ to meet Federal, State and 
Local regulations. 

Installation Restoration 

Requirements address environmental restoration acth ities (soil and groundwater cleanup) necessaiy to meet Federal. State 
and Local regulations to protect human licalih and the environment, and in support of BRAC property disposal initiatives. 


Operation and Maintenance 

Caretaker 
None" in FY 2013 

Real Estate 
None in FV 2013 
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BASE CLOSURE iV 

BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE (1995 COMMISSION) 
FINANCIAL SUMMARY 
(5000) 


Ciosure/Reaiignment Location: 1430 - Naval Shipyard, Charteston, SC 


One-Time Implementation Costs 

1996 

1997 

1998 

1999 

2000 

2001 

1996-2001 

Military Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Family Housing 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Environmental 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,154 

2,773 

4,927 

Studies 

0 

0 

0 

0 

18 

15 

33 

Compliance 

0 

0 

0 

0 

496 

363 

859 

Restoration 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,640 

2,395 

4,035 

Operation & Maintenance 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,121 

867 

1,988 

Military Personnel 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

HAP 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL COSTS 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,276 

3,640 

6,915 

Estimate Land Revenues(-) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL BUDGET REQUEST 

One-time Implementation Costs 
(Funded by other Appropriations) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,275 

3,640 

6,915 

0 & M Navy 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 & M Marine Corps 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL COSTS 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Savings 

Military Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Family Housing 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operation & Maintenance 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Military Personnel • PCS 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Civilian ES(End Strength) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Military ES(End Strength) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Net implementation Costs 

Military Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Family Housing 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Environmentai 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,154 

2,773 

4,927 

Studies 

0 

0 

0 

0 

18 

15 

33 

Compliance 

0 

0 

0 

0 

496 

363 

859 

Restoration 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,640 

2,395 

4,035 

Operation & Maintenance 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,121 

867 

1,988 

Military Personnel ■ PCS 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

HAP 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Estimate Land Revenues(-) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Civilian ES(End Strength) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Military ES(End Strength) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

NET IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,275 

3,640 

6,916 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE IV 
(1995 COMMISSION) 

Narrative Summary 


1430 - Naval Shipyard, Charleston, SC 


DISPOSAL AC nON 

Final disposal was 14 Jul 2005. Environmcnial monitoring continues through FY2014. 


CLOSURE/REALKiNMENT ACTION 

The 1993 Commission recommended closuie of the Naval Ship\'ard (NSY), Charleston. NSY operationally closed on 1 April 1996. 


ONE-TIME. IMPIT:MENTATI0N COSTS 

Militarv^ Construction 
NonenTFYlon 

Family Housing Constinction 
None infV 2013 

Family Housing Operations 
None in FY 2013 


Environmental 

Studies 

None InFY 2013 

Compliance 
None in 2013 

Installation Restoration 

Requirenients address environmental restoration activities (soil and gronitdwatcr cleanup) necessary to meet Federal. State 
and Local regulations to protect human Itealth and the cnviroiuncnt. and in support of BRAC property disposal initiatives. 


Operation and Maintenance 

Caretaker 
NdheinFY 2013 


Real Estate 
None in fY 2013 
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BASE CLOSURE IV 

BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE (1995 COMMISSION) 
FINANCIAL SUMMARY 
($000) 


Closure/Reaiignment Location: 1270 - Naval Station, Chatieston, SC 


1936 


One-Time Implementation Costs 

Military Construction 0 

Family Housing 0 

Construction 0 

Operations 0 

Environmental 5 

Studies 0 

Compliance 5 

Restoration 0 

Operation & Maintenance 0 

Military Personnel 0 

Other 0 

HAP 0 

TOTAL COSTS S 

Estimate Land Revenues(-) 0 

TOTAL BUDGET REQUEST 5 

One-time Implementation Costs 
(Funded by other Appropriations) 

O & M Navy 0 

OS M Marine Corps 0 

TOTAL COSTS 0 

Savings 

Military Construction 0 

Family Housing 0 

Construction 0 

Operations 0 

Operation & Maintenance 0 

Military Personnel • PCS 0 

Other 0 

Civilian ES(End Strength) 0 

Military ES(End Strength) 0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 

Net Implementation Costs 

Military Construction 0 

Family Housing 0 

Construction 0 

Operations 0 

Environmental 5 

Studies 0 

Compliance 5 

Restoration 0 

Operation & Maintenance 0 

Military Personnel - PCS 0 

HAP 0 

Other 0 

Estimate Land Revenues(-) 0 

Civilian ES(End Strength) 0 

Military ES(End Strength) 0 

NET IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 5 


1997 

1998 

1^9 

2000 

2001 

19^-2001 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

114 

448 

736 

11,224 

17,708 

30,235 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

114 

448 

405 

43 

6,581 

7,596 

0 

0 

331 

11,181 

11,127 

22,639 

0 

0 

0 

335 

50 

385 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

114 

44S 

736 

11,559 

17,758 

30,620 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

114 

448 

736 

11,559 

17,758 

30,620 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

114 

448 

736 

11,224 

17,708 

30,235 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

114 

448 

405 

43 

6,581 

7,596 

0 

0 

331 

11,181 

11,127 

22,639 

0 

0 

0 

335 

50 

385 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

114 

448 

736 

11,559 

17,758 

30,620 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE IV 
(1995 COMMISSION) 

Narrative Summary 


1270 • Naval Station, Charleston, SC 


DISPOSAl. ACTION 

Final disposal was 10 July 2003. Environmental monitoring contiimes through FV'2041. 


CLOSURE/REALIGNMENT ACTION 

The 1 993 Commission recommended tlie closure of the Na\'al Station (NAVSTA). Charleston. N AVST A Charleston was 
operationally closed on I April 1996. 


ONE-TIME IMPI.EMENTATION COSTS 

Military^ Construction 
None in FY 2013 

Family Housing Construction 
None in FV 2013 

Family Housing Operations 
None 'in FY 2013 


Environmental 

Studies 

None in FY 2013 

Cotnpliance 
None in fY 2013 

Installation Restoration 

Requirements address environmental restoration activities (soil and groundwater cleanup) neccssaiy^ to meet Federal. State 
and Local regulations to protect human health and the enviromncnt. and in support of BRAC property disposal initiatives. 


Operation and Maintenance 

Caretaker 
Rone In FY 2013 

Rea! Estate 
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BASE CLOSURE iV 

BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE (1995 COMMISSION) 
FINANCIAL SUMMARY 
($000) 


Closure/Reaiignment Location: 1330 - Naval Supply Center, Cha^ston, SC 


One-Time implementation Costs 

1936 

1997 

1998 

1^9 

2000 

2001 

1996-2001 

Military Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Family Housing 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Environmental 

0 

0 

0 

0 

11,062 

2,050 

13,112 

Studies 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Compliance 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

292 

292 

Restoration 

0 

0 

0 

0 

11,062 

1,758 

12,820 

Operation & Maintenance 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

50 

SO 

Military Personnel 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

HAP 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL COSTS 

0 

0 

0 

0 

11,062 

2,100 

13,162 

Estimate Land Revenues(-) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL BUDGET REQUEST 

One-time Implementation Costs 
(Funded by other Appropriations) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

11,062 

2,100 

13,162 

0 & M Navy 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 & M Marine Corps 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL COSTS 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Q 

0 

Savings 

Military Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Family Housing 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operation & Maintenance 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Military Personnel • PCS 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Civilian ES(End Strength) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Military ES(End Strength) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Net Implementation Costs 

Military Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Family Housing 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Environmental 

0 

0 

0 

0 

11,062 

2,050 

13,112 

Studies 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Compliance 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

292 

292 

Restoration 

0 

0 

0 

0 

11,062 

1,758 

12,820 

Operation & Maintenance 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

50 

50 

Military Personnel • PCS 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

HAP 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Estimate Land Revenues(-) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Civilian ES(End Strength) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Military ES(End Strength) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

NET IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 

0 

0 

0 

0 

11,062 

2,100 

13,162 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE IV 
(1995 COMMISSION) 

Narrative Summary 


1330 - Naval Supply Ctr, Charleston, SC 

DISPOSAL ACTION 

Final disposal occurred on 10 July 2003. Einironmcntal monitori^ continues tiirough FY2022. 


CLOSURE/REALIGNMKNT ACTION 

The 1993 Conunission recommended the partial disestablishment of tte Fleet Industrial Supply Center (FISC), also referred to tts 
Naval Supplv Center. Charleston and the 1 995 Contmission recommended complete closure. Operational closure occurred on 1 April 
1990, 


ONE-TIME IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 

Militars' Constmetion 
None in FY 2013 

Famih' Housing Construction 
None 'in FY 2013 

Family Housing Operations 
NoncinFY^OB 


Environmental 

Studies 

None iiiFY 2013 

Compliance 
None in FY 2013 

Installation Restoration 

Requirements address environmental restoration activities (soil and groundwater cleanup) necessaiy to meet Federal, State 
and Local regulatioi^ to protect human licalth and the environmejit. 


Operation and Maintenance 

Caretaker 
None in'FY 2013 


Real Estate 
None in FY 2013 
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BASE CLOSURE IV 

BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE (1995 COMMISSION) 
FINANCIAL SUMMARY 
($000) 


Closure/Reaiignment Location: 1540 - NAS Dallas, TX 


One-Time implementation Costs 


1997 

1998 

1999 

2000 

2001 

1996-2001 

Military Constmction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Family Housing 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Environmental 

0 

0 

0 

17 

2,489 

22,731 

25,237 

Studies 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

15 

15 

Compliance 

0 

0 

0 

17 

936 

388 

1,341 

Restoration 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,553 

22,328 

23,881 

Operation & Maintenance 

0 

0 

0 

0 

25 

174 

199 

Military Personnel 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

HAP 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL COSTS 

0 

0 

0 

17 

2,514 

22,905 

25,436 

Estimate Land Revenues(-) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL BUDGET REQUEST 

One-time Implementation Costs 
(Funded by other Appropriations) 

0 

0 

0 

17 

2,514 

22,905 

25,436 

0 & M Navy 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 & M Marine Corps 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL COSTS 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Q 

0 

Savings 

Military Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Family Housing 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operation & Maintenance 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Military Personnel • PCS 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Civilian ES(End Strength) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Military ES(End Strength) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Net Implementation Costs 

Military Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Family Housing 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Environmental 

0 

0 

0 

17 

2,489 

22,731 

25,237 

Studies 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

15 

IS 

Compliance 

0 

0 

0 

17 

936 

388 

1,341 

Restoration 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,553 

22,328 

23,881 

Operation & Maintenance 

0 

0 

0 

0 

25 

174 

199 

Military Personnel - PCS 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

HAP 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Estimate Land Revenues(-) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Civilian ES(End Strength) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Military ES(End Strength) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

NET IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 

0 

0 

Q 

17 

2,514 

22,905 

25,436 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE IV 
(1995 COMMISSION) 

Narrative Summary 


1540 - NAS Dallas, TX 

DISPOSAL ACTION 

Final disposal was 28 August 2002, The environmental cleaniip completion is projected to be FY 20 18. 


CLOSURE/REALIGNMENT ACTION 

The 1993 BRAC Commission recommended the closure of Na\-al Air Station (NAS) Dallas, TX. The NAS closed in September 1998. 


ONE-TIME 1MPI.EMENTATION COSTS 

Militarv Constniction 
NbneinFY2U13 

Family Housing Construction 
None in FY 2013 

Family Housing Operations 
None in FY 20 1 3 


Environmental 

Studies 

None in FY 2013 

Compliance 
TTonelitrY 2013 

Instalktion Restoration 

Reqiiiixiincnts address environmental restoration activities (soil and groundwater cleanup) necessary to meet Federal. State 
and Local regulations to protect humsm Iteahh and the enviromnent. 


Operation and Maintenance 

Caretaker 
Norieln'FY 2013 

Real Estate 
None in FY 2013 
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BASE CLOSURE IV 

BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE (1995 COMMISSION) 
FINANCIAL SUMMARY 
($000) 


Ctosure/Reaiignment Location: 1160 - NCBC Davisville, Rl 


One-Time implementation Costs 


1997 

1^8 

1999 

2000 

2001 

1996-2001 

Military Construction 

0 

0 

Q 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Family Housing 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Environmental 

1 

45 

14 

1,471 

292 

1,848 

3,671 

Studies 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Compliance 

1 

0 

0 

53 

0 

350 

404 

Restoration 

0 

45 

14 

1,418 

292 

1,498 

3,267 

Operation & Maintenance 

0 

0 

0 

90 

15 

0 

105 

Military Personnel 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

HAP 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL COSTS 

1 

45 

14 

1,561 

307 

1,848 

3,776 

Estimate Land Revenues(-) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL BUDGET REQUEST 

One-time Implementation Costs 
(Funded by other Appropriations) 

1 

45 

14 

1,561 

307 

1,848 

3,776 

0 & M Navy 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 & M Marine Corps 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL COSTS 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Q 

0 

Savings 

Military Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Family Housing 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operation & Maintenance 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Military Personnel • PCS 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Civilian ES(End Strength) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Military ES(End Strength) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Net Implementation Costs 

Military Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Family Housing 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Environmental 

1 

45 

14 

1,471 

292 

1,848 

3,671 

Studies 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Compliance 

1 

0 

0 

53 

0 

350 

404 

Restoration 

0 

45 

14 

1,418 

292 

1,498 

3,267 

Operation & Maintenance 

0 

0 

0 

90 

15 

0 

105 

Military Personnel - PCS 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

HAP 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Estimate Land Revenues(-) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Civilian ES(End Strength) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Military ES(End Strength) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

NET IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 

1 

45 

14 

1,561 

307 

1,848 

3,776 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE IV 
(1995 COMMISSION) 

Narrative Summary 


1160 - NCBC Davisville, RI 


DISPOvSAL ACTION 

Tlie one remaining parcel, the Constniclion Equipment Department (CED) Aiea^ is projected for disposal September 2014. 


CLOSURFTREALIGNMENT ACTION 

Tlic 1991 Commission recommended Uic closnieof the Construction Battalion Center (CBC) Davisville. RI, Die CBC operationally 
closed on April 1, 1994, 


ONE-TIME IMPI.EMENTATION COSTS 

MilitaivConstniction 
None iiiFY 2013 

Family Housing ConslmcUon 
None inFY 20l3 

Family Housing Operations 
None in FY 2013 


Environmental 

Studies 

None in FY 2013 
Compliance 

Requirements address environmental compliance and pollution prevention activities necessarx' to meet Federal, State and 
Local regulations. 

Installation Restoration 

Requirements address environmental restoration aaivities (soil and groundwater cleanup) nccessiity to meet Federal, State 
and Local regulations to protcci hiunan health and the environment, and in support of BRAC property disposal initiatives, 


Operation and Maintenance 

Caretaker 
None in' FY 201.1 


Real Estate 
None inFY 201.1 
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BASE CLOSURE iV 

BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE (1995 COMMISSION) 
FINANCIAL SUMMARY 
($000) 


Closure/Reaiignmen! Location: 1700 - NRTF, Driver, VA 


One-Time implementation Costs 
Military Construction 

Family Housing 
Construction 
Operations 
Environmental 
Studies 
Compliance 
Restoration 

Operation & Maintenance 
Military Personnel 
Other 
HAP 

TOTAL COSTS 
Estimate Land Revenues(-) 

TOTAL BUDGET REQUEST 

One-time Implementation Costs 
(Funded by other Appropriations) 

O & M Navy 
OS M Marine Corps 

TOTAL COSTS 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 


0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 


0 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 


Q 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 


0 

0 

0 


0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 


Savings 

Military Construction 
Family Housing 
Construction 
Operations 

Operation & Maintenance 
Military Personnel • PCS 
Other 

Civilian ES(End Strength) 
Military ES(End Strength) 

TOTAL SAVINGS 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 


0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 


0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 


0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 


Net Implementation Costs 
Military Construction 

Family Housing 
Construction 
Operations 
Environmental 
Studies 
Compliance 
Restoration 

Operation & Maintenance 
Military Personnel • PCS 
HAP 
Other 

Estimate Land Revenues(-) 

Civilian ES(End Strength) 

Military ES(End Strength) 

NET IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 


0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 


0 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 


0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE IV 
(1995 COMMISSION) 

Narrative Summary 


1700 - NRTF, Driver, VA 


DISPOSAL ACTION 

NRTF Driver, VA was disposed on 30 Sept 1999, The aK)roved reuse plan allocated approximately 216 acres to the U.S. Fish & 
Wildlife Ser\ice and 384 acres to the Department of Interior, Natwnal Paik Seivice for a public benefit com eyance to the City of 
Suffolk. The remaining acreage(0. 1 9 acre) is associated to the prDpert>''s landrill wliich requires environmental long icnn monitoring 
and reviews. 


CLOSURE/REAIJGNMENT ACTION 

Close the Na\y Radio Transmission Facility (NRTF). Driver, VA. (^rational closure occurred in March 1994. 


ONE-TIME IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 

Militaty Construction 
None in FY 2013 

Family Housing Constnjction 
None 'in FY 2()t3 

Family Housing Operations 

m^rnTTmT^ 


Environmental 

Studies 

None 111 FY 2013 

Compliance 
None til FY 2013 

Installation Restoration 

Requirements address enyironmental restoration activities (soil and groundwater cleanup) nccessaiy to meet Federal, State 
and Local regulations to protect human health and the environment. 


Operation and Maintenance 

Caretaker 
None in FY 2013 

Real Estate 
None in FY 2013 
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BASE CLOSURE IV 

BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE (1995 COMMISSION) 
FINANCIAL SUMMARY 
($000) 


Ciosure/Reaiignment Location: 2080 - MCAS El Toro, CA 


1QQ6 

One-Time implementation Costs 

Military Construction 0 

Family Housing 0 

Construction 0 

Operations 0 

Environmental 200 

Studies 200 

Compliance 0 

Restoration 0 

Operation & Maintenance 4$2 

Military Personnei 844 

Other 0 

HAP 0 

TOTAL COSTS 1,506 

Estimate Land Revenues(-) 0 

TOTAL BUDGET REQUEST 1,506 

One-time Implementation Costs 
(Funded by other Appropriations) 

O & M Navy 0 

0& M Marine Corps 0 

TOTAL COSTS 0 

Savings 

Military Construction 0 

Family Housing 0 

Construction 0 

Operations 0 

Operation & Maintenance 0 

Military Personnei • PCS 0 

Other -8,122 

Civilian ES(End Strength) 0 

Military ES(End Strength) 0 

TOTAL SAVINGS -8,122 

Net Implementation Coats 

Military Construction 0 

Family Housing 0 

Construction 0 

Operations 0 

Environmentai 200 

Studies 200 

Compliance 0 

Restoration 0 

Operation & Maintenance 462 

Military Personnel • PCS 844 

HAP 0 

Other -8.122 

Estimate Land Revenues(-) 0 

Civilian ES(End Strength) 0 

Military ES(End Strength) 0 

NET IMPLEMENTATION COSTS -6,816 


1997 

1998 

1999 

2000 

2001 

1996-2001 

0 

0 

0 

8,072 

0 

8,072 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,019 

10,855 

13,074 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2(» 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,450 

3,450 

0 

0 

0 

2,019 

7,405 

9,424 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

462 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

844 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10,091 

10,855 

22,452 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10,091 

10,855 

22,452 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

•8,122 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

-8,122 

0 

0 

0 

8,072 

0 

8,072 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,019 

10,855 

13,074 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

200 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,450 

3,450 

0 

0 

0 

2,019 

7,405 

9,424 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

462 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

844 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

-8,122 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10,091 

10,855 

14,330 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE IV 
(1995 COMMISSION) 

Narrative Summary 


2080 - MCAS EJ Toro, CA 

DISPOSAL ACTION 

Final disposal is planned for 2015. The majority of propcrtj- (3,719 acres) was transferred via public sale in 2005 for $649. 5M. 


CLOSURE/REALIGNMENT ACTION 

Tlie closure of MCAS El Toro was directed by the 1993 BRAC CommKsioa MCAS was closed 2 July 1999. 


ONE-TIME IMPI.EMENTATION COSTS 

Militars' Construction 
NonTirTFYlOll 

Family Housing Construction 
None in FV 2013 

Family Housing Operations 
None iuFY 2013 


Envinmmental 

Studies 

None uiFY 2013 
Compliance 

Requirements address envirorunenlal compliance and pollution prevention activities necessary^ to meet Federal, State and 
Local regulations. 

Installation Restomtion 

Requirements address cnviromnental restoration activities (soil and groundwater cleanup) neccssaiy to meet Federal, State 
and Local regulations to protect human licalth and the em ironment. and in support of BRAC property disposal initiatives. 


Operation and Maintenance 


Caretaker 

Requirement co\ eis labor and general support for the caretaker site office, facility management to include general 
maintenance of real property, utilities, and security-. Fire and police services are included where necessaiy, 

Real Estate 
Nbiic“TnTY2()13 
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BASE CLOSURE iV 

BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE (1995 COMMISSION) 
FINANCIAL SUMMARY 
($000) 

Ciosure/Reaiignment Location: 4100 - Naval Activities, Guam 



1d96 

1997 

1998 

1999 

2000 

2001 

1996-2001 

One-Time implementation Costs 








Military Construction 

1S1 

118 

665 

885 

0 

0 

1,819 

Family Housing 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Environmental 

913 

744 

1,619 

4,349 

2,458 

4,580 

14,663 

Studies 

665 

22 

0 

52 

455 

24 

1,218 

Compliance 

248 

510 

1,619 

3,011 

1,596 

4,481 

11,465 

Restoration 

0 

212 

0 

1,286 

407 

75 

1,980 

Operation & Maintenance 

1,464 

727 

2,422 

2,111 

348 

310 

7,382 

Military Personnel 

0 

0 

497 

0 

47 

5 

549 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

HAP 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL COSTS 

2,528 

1,589 

5,203 

7,345 

2,853 

4,895 

24,413 

Estimate Land Revenues(-) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL BUDGET REQUEST 

2,528 

1,589 

5,203 

7,345 

2,853 

4,895 

24,413 

One-time Implementation Costs 








(Funded by other Appropriations) 








0 & M Navy 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 & M Marine Corps 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL COSTS 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 


Savings 


Military Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

•1,310 

•2,200 

-3,510 

Family Housing 

0 

•1,207 

•7,678 

-13,117 

•13,509 

-13,915 

-49,426 

Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operations 

0 

•1,207 

•7.678 

-13,117 

•13,509 

•13,915 

-49,426 

Operation & Mair^tenance 

0 

1,448 

1,547 

-7.748 

-7,991 

■8.242 

-20,986 

Military Personnel - PCS 

0 

-40 

•117 

•304 

-461 

-471 

-1,393 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Civilian ES(End Strength) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Military ES(End Strength) 

0 

-1 

-3 

-11 

-11 

-11 

-37 

TOTAL SAVINGS 

0 

201 

•6,248 

•21,169 

-23,271 

-24,828 

■76,316 

Net Implementation Costs 

Military Construction 

151 

118 

665 

885 

-1,310 

'2,200 

•1,691 

Family Housing 

0 

-1,207 

•7,678 

■13,117 

-13,509 

-13,915 

-49,426 

Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operations 

0 

-1,207 

•7,678 

-13,117 

-13,509 

■13,915 

-49,426 

Environmenlai 

913 

744 

1,619 

4,349 

2,458 

4,580 

14,663 

Studies 

665 

22 

0 

52 

455 

24 

1,218 

Compliance 

248 

510 

1,619 

3,011 

1,596 

4,481 

11,465 

Restoration 

0 

212 

0 

1,286 

407 

75 

1,980 

Operation & Maintenance 

1,464 

2.175 

3,969 

-5,637 

-7,643 

-7,932 

-13,604 

Military Personnel - PCS 

0 

•40 

380 

•304 

-414 

•466 

-844 

HAP 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Estimate Land Revenues(-) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Civilian ES(End Strength) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Military ES(End Strength) 

0 

-1 

■3 

-11 

-11 

-11 

-37 

NET IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 

2,528 

1,790 

-1,045 

-13,824 

-20,418 

-19,933 

-50,902 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE IV 
(1995 COMMISSION) 

Narrative Summary 


4100 - Naval Activities, Guam 


DISPOSAL ACl'ION 

The disposal of all excess properly was completed on 1 1 April 2001. NavT retaiiKd environmental cleanup res{X)nsibilities. 


CLOSURmEALIGNMENT ACTION 

The 1995 Commission recommended realign Naval Acthdties (NAVACTS) Guam. 

ONE-TIME IMPI.EMENTATION COSTS 

Militarv- Construction 
NoneTnFY20T3 

Family Housing Construction 
None in FV 2013 

Family Housing Operations 
NonemFY2()'!5 


Envinmmental 

Studies 

None inFY 2013 

Compliance 
None in FY 2013 

Installation Restoration 

Requirenients address environmental restoration acti^dtics (soil and groundwater cleanup) necessaiy to meet Federal. State 
and Local regulations to protect human Itcallh and tlic environment and in support of BRAC property disposal initiatives. 


Operation and Maintenance 

Caretaker 
HoneuTFY 2013 


Real Estate 
None in fY 2013 


Exhibit BC-03 
(Page 1 of 1) 


91 



527 


BASE CLOSURE iV 

BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE (1995 COMMISSION) 
FINANCIAL SUMMARY 
($000) 


Closure/Reaiignmertt Location; 4040 - NAWC-Aircraft Division, Indianapolis, IN 


1996 

One-Time implementation Costs 

Military Construction 0 

Family Housing 0 

Construction 0 

Operations 0 

Environmental 1,087 

Studies 0 

Compliance 1.087 

Restoration 0 

Operation & Maintenance 9,633 

Military Personnel 0 

Other 0 

HAP 0 

TOTAL COSTS 10,720 

Estimate Land Revenues(') 0 

TOTAL BUDGET REQUEST 10,720 

One-time Imptemeniation Costs 
(Funded by other Appropriations) 

O & M Navy 0 

0& M Marine Corps 0 

TOTAL COSTS 0 

Savings 

Military Construction 0 

Family Housing 0 

Construction 0 

Operations 0 

Operation & Maintenance 0 

Military Personnel • PCS 0 

Other -2.404 

Civilian ES(End Strength) 0 

Military ES(End Strength) 0 

TOTAL SAVINGS -2,404 

Net Implementation Costs 

Military Construction 0 

Family Housing 0 

Construction 0 

Operations 0 

Environmental 1,087 

Studies 0 

Compliance 1.087 

Restoration 0 

Operation & Maintenance 9,633 

Military Personnel - PCS 0 

HAP 0 

Other -2,404 

Estimate Land Revenues(-) 0 

Civilian ES(End Strength) 0 

Military ES(Erd Strength) 0 

NET IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 8,316 


1997 

1998 

1^9 

2000 

2001 

1998-2001 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3.^ 

0 

0 

0 

382 

5,124 

0 

0 

0 

0 

15 

15 

3,655 

0 

0 

0 

247 

4,989 

0 

0 

0 

0 

120 

120 

35,919 

731 

7 

29 

40 

46,359 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

39,574 

731 

7 

29 

422 

51,483 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

39,574 

731 

7 

29 

422 

51,483 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

-7,926 

-7,988 

-15,914 

0 

'143 

-627 

■1,024 

•1,089 

■2,883 

-70.160 

■28.110 

-172.865 

-189,809 

-190,423 

-653,771 

0 

0 

0 

'1,589 

•1,454 

•3,043 

0 

0 

0 

-22 

-22 

-44 

-70,160 

-28,253 

-173,492 

-198,759 

-199,500 

'672,568 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3.655 

0 

0 

0 

382 

5,124 

0 

0 

0 

0 

15 

16 

3.655 

0 

0 

0 

247 

4,989 

0 

0 

0 

0 

120 

120 

35.919 

731 

7 

-7,897 

•7,948 

30,445 

0 

•143 

•627 

■1,024 

•1,089 

-2,883 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

•70.160 

-28,110 

•172.865 

-189,809 

'190,423 

-653,771 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

■1,589 

•1,454 

-3,043 

0 

0 

0 

-22 

-22 

-44 

-30,586 

-27,522 

-173,485 

-198,730 

-199,078 

-621,085 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE IV 
(1995 COMMISSION) 

Narrative Summary 


4040 - NAWC-Aircraft Division, Indianapolis, IN 


DISPOSAf. ACTION 

Final disposal was 30 September 2004, Environmental monUoring continues tluough FY 204 1 . 


CLOSURliTREALIGNMENT ACTION 

The 1995 Commission recommendation was to close the Na\^l Air Warfare Center. Aircraft Division, Indianapolis. Indiana. 
Operational closure of tlic facility occurred in Januan- 1997. 


ONE-TIME IMPI.EMENTA TION COSTS 

Militar>^ Construction 
None inFY 2013 

Famih' Housing Constmclion 
None in FY 2013 

Family Housing Operations 
None in FY 2013 


Environmental 

Studies 

None inFY 2013 

Compliance 
NoneTnTY’ 2013 

Installation Restoration 

Requirements address environmental restoration activ ities (soil and groundwater cleanup) necessaty^ to meet Federal. State 
and Local regulations to protect human health and the environment. 


Operation and Maintenance 

Caretaker 
NohclriFY 2013 


Real Estate 
NoneTtiFY2013 
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BASE CLOSURE IV 

BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE (1995 COMMISSION) 
FINANCIAL SUMMARY 
($000) 


Closure/Reaiignment Location: 4020 - Naval Shipyard, Long Beact), CA 


1996 

One-Time Implementation Costs 

Military Construction 0 

Family Housing 0 

Construction 0 

Operations 0 

Environmental 20,469 

Studies 878 

Compliance 17,034 

Restoration 2,557 

Operation & Maintenance 60,696 

Military Personnel 0 

Other 0 

HAP 0 

TOTAL COSTS 81,165 

Estimate Land Revenues(-) 0 

TOTAL BUDGET REQUEST 81,165 

One-time Implementation Costs 
(Funded by other Appropriations) 

O&MNavy 0 

OS M Marine Corps 0 

TOTAL COSTS 0 

Savings 

Military Construction 0 

Family Housing 0 

Construction 0 

Operations 0 

Operation & Maintenance -397 

Military Personnel - PCS 0 

Other -34.969 

Civilian ES(End Strength) -2,871 

Military ES(End Strength) 0 

TOTAL SAVINGS -35,366 

Net Implementation Costs 

Military Construction 0 

Family Housing 0 

Construction 0 

Operations 0 

Environmental 20.469 

Studies 878 

Compliance 17,034 

Restoration 2,557 

Operation & Maintenance 60,299 

Military Personnel • PCS 0 

HAP 0 

Other -34,969 

Estimate Land Revenues(-) 0 

Civilian ES(End Strength) -2,871 

Military ES(End Strength) 0 

NET IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 45,799 


1997 

1998 

19^ 

2000 

2001 

1996-2001 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

13,141 

5,754 

3.588 

37 

5,167 

48,156 

110 

20 

204 

0 

100 

1,312 

12,936 

3.618 

2,805 

0 

1,013 

37,406 

95 

2.116 

579 

37 

4,054 

9,438 

«),310 

17,558 

1,561 

714 

333 

161,172 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

93,451 

23,312 

5,149 

751 

5,500 

209,328 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

93,451 

23,312 

5,149 

761 

5,500 

209,328 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Q 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

-12,970 

-12,970 

0 

0 

-5,636 

-5,802 

•5,979 

-17,417 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

-5,636 

•5,802 

•5,979 

-17,417 

-1.778 

-13,237 

-14,085 

-14,508 

-14,943 

-58,948 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

■127,379 

-131,200 

-135,136 

-139,190 

-143,366 

-711,240 

■2,871 

-2.871 

-2,871 

■2,871 

-2,871 

■17,226 

■18 

-220 

-220 

'220 

-220 

-898 

-129,157 

-144,437 

-154,857 

-159,500 

-177,258 

-800,575 

0 

0 

0 

0 

■12,970 

-12,970 

0 

0 

■5,636 

-5,802 

-5,979 

■17,417 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

•5,636 

■5,802 

•5,979 

■17,417 

13,141 

5.754 

3,588 

37 

5,167 

46,156 

110 

20 

204 

0 

100 

1,312 

12.936 

3.618 

2,805 

0 

1,013 

37,406 

95 

2.116 

579 

37 

4,054 

9,438 

78.532 

4,321 

-12.524 

-13,794 

-14,610 

102,224 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

•127,379 

-131.200 

•135,136 

•139,190 

-143,366 

-711,240 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

-2,871 

•2,871 

-2,871 

-2,871 

•2,871 

-17,226 

-18 

-220 

-220 

-220 

-220 

-898 

-35,706 

-121,125 

-149,708 

-158,749 

-171,758 

-591,247 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE IV 
(1995 COMMISSION) 

Narrative Summary 


4020 - Naval Shipyard, Long Beach, CA 

DISPOSAL ACTION 

The final environmental cleanup date isFY 2015. Planned final dls^posa! is 8^2015. 


CLOSURE/REALIGNMENT ACTION 

The 1995 BRAC Commission recommended the closure of Long Beach Naval Shipyard (LBNSY). LBNSY was closed on September 
30, 1997. 


ONE-TIME IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 

Military Construction 

NonemFVlrO 

Family Housing Construction 
NonemFVMr 

Family Housing Operations 

None ' rnmSn 


Environmental 

Studies 

Nonein FY 2013 

Compliance 
None In FY2013 

Installation Restoration 

Requirements address environmental restoration activities (soil and groundwater cleanup) necessary to meet Federal, State 
and Local regulations to protect human health and the ^vlronment, and in support of BRAC propeky disposal initiatives. 


Operation and Maintenance 

Caretaker 

N'OTelirFy20l3 

Real Estate 
None in FY 2013 
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BASE CLOSURE iV 

BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE (1995 COMMISSION) 
FINANCIAL SUMMARY 
($ 000 ) 


Ctosure/Reailgnment Locatim: 1070 - Nava! Station, Long Beach, CA 


1996 


One-Ume ImiMeinentation Costs 

Military Construction 0 

FanMiy Housfrig 0 

ConsUuciion 0 

Openatksis 0 

En>^nfnentei 577 

Studies 0 

Compitance 256 

Restoration 321 

Operation & Mainten^ice 0 

Miiitary Personnel 0 

Otiiar 0 

HAP 0 

TOTAL COSTS 577 

Estimate Land Revenue^-) 0 

TOTAL BUDGET REQUEST 577 

One4lme impiementation Costs 
(Funded ottier Appr<^iatton8) 

O&MNavy 0 

O & M Marine Corps 0 

TOTAL COSTS 0 

Saidngs 

Military Con^ruction 0 

Family Housing 0 

Construction 0 

C^T^tions 0 

Operation & Maintenance 0 

Military Persocviel - PCS 0 

Other 0 

Civiliar) ES(End Strengdi) 0 

Military E8(End Strangdi) 0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 

Net Implementation Costs 

Military Construction 0 

Farrtily Housing 0 

Constnitiion 0 

Operations 0 

Enviroftmenlal S77 

Studies 0 

Compliance 256 

ReskM^tion 321 

Operation & Mamtenance 0 

Military Persorm^ - PCS 0 

HAP 0 

Othw 0 

Estimate Land Revenuss(-) 0 

Civilian ES(End Strength) 0 

Military ES{End Strength) 0 

NET IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 577 


1997 

1998 

1999 

«W0 

2001 

19^-2001 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

26 

424 

2,235 

431 

4.558 

8^51 

0 

SO 

0 

4 

0 

84 

0 

0 

84 

416 

0 

736 

26 

344 

2,171 

11 

4,558 

7,431 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

26 

424 

2^35 

431 

4,558 

8,251 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

26 

424 

2^35 

431 

4,558 

8,251 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Q 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

26 

424 

2,235 

431 

4.558 

6,251 

0 

80 

0 

4 

0 

84 

0 

0 

64 

416 

0 

7^ 

26 

344 

2.171 

11 

4,558 

7,431 

0 

0 

0 

Q 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

26 

424 

2,235 

431 

4,558 

8,251 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE fV 
(1995 COMMISSION) 

Narrative Summary 


1070 - Naval Station, Long Beach, CA 


DISPOSAL ACTION 

Planned final disposal is Sep 20 1 7. 


CLOSURE/REALIGNMENT ACTION 

Naval Station Long Beach was recommended for closure by die 1991 BRAC Commission, Tt closed on 30 September 1994. 


ONE-TIME IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 

Military Constniction 
NorieinFY2013 

Family Housing Construction 

HoSeinFYWr 

Family Housing Operations 
None in FY 2013 


Environmental 

Studies 

None in FY 2013 
Compliance 

Requirements address environmental compliance and pollution prevention activities necessary to meet Federal, State and 
Local regulations. 

Installation Restoration 

Requirements address environmental restoration activities (soil and groundwater cleanup) necessary to meet Federal, State 
and Local regulations to protect human health and the environment, and in support of BRAC property disposal initiatives. 


Operation and Maintenance 

Caretalrer 
None in FY2013 

Real Estate 
None in FY 2013 


ExNi^BCXlS 
(Page 1 of 1) 
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BASE CLOSURE IV 

BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE (1995 COMMISSION) 
FINANCIAL SUMMARY 
($000) 


Ciosure^aailgnment Location: 4050 - NSWC-LouisvIlle, KY 



1996 

1997 

1998 

1999 

2000 

2001 

1996-2001 

One>Tlme implemontatlon Costs 

Military Constru^im 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Family Housbig 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

ConslnKAion 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

En>^ronmental 

7^2 

6.764 

2.768 

1,784 

1.516 

5,037 

25,111 

Studies 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

15 

15 

Comptian<» 

7.021 

8.758 

497 

0 

0 

0 

14,276 

ResUwalion 

221 

6 

2,271 

1,784 

1,516 

5,022 

10,820 

Operation & Mamtenar^ 

26.724 

27.257 

3,044 

786 

1,646 

444 

59.901 

Military Persof^n^ 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

HAP 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL COSTS 

33,966 

34.021 

5,812 

2,570 

3,162 

5,481 

85,012 

Estimate Land Re^ffinues(-) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL BUDGET REQUEST 

33,968 

34,021 

5,812 

2,570 

3,162 

5,481 

85,012 

One-time implementation Coste 
{Funded by olber Appro|»1atione} 

0 & M Navy 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

O & M Marine Corps 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL COSTS 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Savings 

Military Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

FamSy Hcaising 

0 

0 

0 

-6 

-50 

-95 

-153 

Conslructiffli 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operations 

0 

0 

0 

-8 

-50 

-95 

-153 

Operation & Maintenance 

0 

0 

-6,058 

-7,894 

•8,903 

-9.364 

-32,219 

Military Pesonnei - PCS 

0 

-548 

-1.204 

-1,295 

-1.282 

-1,308 

•5,637 

Other 

0 

-4,234 

-46.978 

-60,231 

-68,644 

-73,337 

'253,424 

CivHian ES(End Strength) 

-1,109 

-1,109 

-1,319 

-1,319 

-1,319 

-1,319 

•7,494 

MHitary ES<End Strength) 

0 

-16 

-21 

-20 

-20 

-20 

-97 

TOTAL SAVINGS 

0 

-4,762 

-54,240 

-69,428 

•78,879 

•84,104 

-291,433 

Net Implementation Costs 

Military Consbuctlon 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Family Houting 

0 

0 

0 

-8 

-50 

•95 

-153 

Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operations 

0 

0 

0 

■8 

-50 

•95 

•153 

Environmental 

7.242 

6,764 

2,766 

1,784 

1,516 

5,037 

25,111 

Studies 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

15 

15 

Corr^ilience 

7,021 

6.758 

497 

0 

0 

0 

14,276 

Restoration 

221 

6 

2,271 

1.784 

1,516 

6,022 

10,820 

Operation & Maintenance 

26,724 

27.257 

-3.014 

-7,108 

-7,257 

-8,920 

27,682 

Military Personnel - PCS 

0 

•548 

-1,204 

■1,295 

-1,282 

-1,308 

-5,637 

HAP 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

CSher 

0 

-4,234 

■48,978 

-60,231 

-68,644 

-73,337 

-253,424 

Estimate L^d Revenues^} 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

CivBian ES{End Strwiglh) 

-1.109 

-1,109 

-1,319 

-1,319 

-1.319 

-1,319 

’7,4$4 

MHitary ES{End Sfrengtii) 

0 

-16 

-21 

-20 

-20 

-20 

-97 

NET IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 

33,966 

29,239 

■48,428 

•68.858 

•75,717 

•78,623 

-206,421 


(Page1of1) 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE iV 
(1995 COMMISSION) 

Narrative Summary 


4050 - NSWC-LouisviUe, KY 

DISPOSAL ACTION 

Final disposal was 13 February 2004. Environmental monittHing continues through FY2042. 


CLOSURE/REALIGNMENT ACTION 

The 1995 Commission recommended closure of the Naval Surface Warfare Center (NSWC), Crane Division Detachment, Louisville, 
Kendicky. This base was operationally closed on ! May 1997. 


ONE-TIME IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 
Militety Construction 

Family Housing Construction 

NbnelnFYiOTr 

Family Housing Operations 
NoSc'inTYWS 


Environmental 

Studies 

None in FY 2013 

Compliance 

NohemTY2013 

Instaliatioo Restoration 

Requirements address environmental restoration activities (soil and groundwater cleanup) necessary to meet Federal, State 
and Local regulations to protect human health and the environment. 


Operation and Maintenance 

Caretaker 
None in FY 2013 


Exhibit BC-03 
(Page 1 of 1) 
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BASE CLOSURE IV 

BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE (1995 COMMISSION) 
FINANCIAL SUMMARY 
(SOOOj 


Closure/Roafigninent LocattCHn: 1440 ■ Navai Shipyard, Mare island. Ch 


One-Time impiementati<»i Costs 

1956 

1997 

1998 

1999 

2000 

2001 

1996-2001 

MiHtary Constructimi 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Farraly Housing 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Construrtion 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

En\4ronmenUil 

673 

2.052 

143 

1,221 

13,446 

48.975 

66.510 

Studies 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

18 

18 

Con^iance 

0 

68 

0 

459 

1,378 

24,525 

26,428 

Restwation 

673 

1,986 

143 

762 

12,068 

24.432 

40,064 

Op^atkxi & Maintenance 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,533 

1,374 

6,907 

Miittay Personnel 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

HAP 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL COSTS 

673 

2,052 

143 

1,221 

18,979 

»),349 

73.417 

Estimate Land Revenues{-) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL BUDGET REQUEST 

One-time Implementation Costs 
(Funded by oUter Approinlatlons) 

673 

2,052 

143 

1,221 

18,979 

50,349 

73,417 

O&MNavy 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

O & M Marine Corps 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL COSTS 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Savings 

Military Ccmstiuction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Family Hou:^ 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operation & Maintenance 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

MBitary Personnel - PCS 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Otlwr 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Civilian ES(End Strength) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Military ES(End Strength) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Net Implementation Costs 

Military Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Family Housing 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Conslrut^on 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operatkms 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Environrmntai 

873 

2.052 

143 

1.221 

13,446 

48,975 

66.510 

Studies 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

18 

18 

Complumca 

0 

66 

0 

459 

1,378 

24.S2S 

26,428 

Restc^ation 

673 

1.986 

143 

762 

12.068 

24,432 

40,064 

Operation & Maintenance 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5.533 

1,374 

6,907 

Military Personnel - PCS 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

HAP 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Estimate Land Revenue^-) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Civilian ESJEnd Stiength) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Military ES(End Sti'engtti) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

NET IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 

673 

2,052 

143 

1,221 

18,979 

50,349 

73,417 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE IV 
(199S COMMISSION) 

Narrative Summary 


1440 - Naval Shipyard, Mare Island, CA 


DISPOSAL ACTION 

Final disposal is planned fiw 2038. In 2002, 668-acres comprising the industrial core at the former Shipyanl was transferred to the 
City of Vallejo under an Economic Development Conveyance (EDQ using CERCLA 120(h)(3)(C) early transfer authority. Also in 
2002, 2,814-acres comprising of submerged lands and dredge pounds were transferred to the California State Lands Commission 
(SLC), utilizing early transfer authority. 


CLOSURE/REALIGNMENT ACTION 

The 1993 Commission recommended the closure of the Mare Island Naval Shipyard (NSY). Mare Island NSY closed on 1 April 
1996. 


ONE-TIME IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 

Military Construction 
None in FV 2013 

Farhilv Housins: Construction 
None in FV 2013 

Family Housing Operations 

NwimFYl^r 


Environmental 

Studies 

None mFYM13 
Compliance 

Requuements address environmental compliance and pollution prevention activities necessary to meet Federal, State and 
LomI regulations. 

Installation Restoration 

Requirements address environmental restoration activities (soil and groundwater cleanup) necessary to meet Federal. State 
and Local regulations to protect human health and the environment, and in support of BRAC property disposal initiatives. 


Operation and Maintenance 
Careteker 

Requirement covers labor Md general support for the caretaker site office, facility management to include general 
maintenance of real property, utilities, and security. Fire and police services are includ^ where necessary. 

Real Estate 

Cbvi^coits associated with Real Estate to include surveys, property disposal announcements, and other costs associated 
with Rea! Estate. 


Exhibit BC-03 
{Page 1 of 1) 
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BASE CLOSURE IV 

BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE (1995 COMMISSION) 
FINANCIAL SUMMARY 
($ 000 ) 


Ciosure^sailgnment Location: 2070 - NAS Men^^, TN 


One-Time Implementation Costs 

1996 

1997 

1998 

1999 

2000 

2001 

1998-2001 

Military Constouction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Family Houshig 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Constitjctiwi 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

OperaScms 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Environmental 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,321 

1.498 

2,819 

Studies 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

C(»np(iance 

0 

0 

0 

0 

157 

276 

433 

Resft^ation 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,164 

1,222 

2.386 

C^ralion & Maintenance 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Military Perscmnel 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Ottier 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

HAP 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Q 

0 

0 

TOTAL COSTS 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,321 

1,498 

2,819 

Estimate Land R8venuas(-) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL BUDGET REQUEST 

One-time Implementation Costs 
{Funded other Af^lKf^atlons) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,321 

1,498 

2,819 

O&MNavy 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 & M Marine Corps 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL COSTS 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Savir^ 

MiliUtfy ConsmjctiCHi 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Farr^y Hou^ng 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

g 

Ccm^njctlon 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Opwaticms 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operation & Ma^tenance 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Military Personnel - PCS 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

<Mher 

0 

0 

D 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Clviiian ES(End Strertglh) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Military ES(End Strengtii) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Net implementation Costs 

Military Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Family Housing 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Gyrations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Environmental 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,321 

1'498 

2,819 

StiJdles 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Compliance 

0 

0 

0 

0 

157 

276 

433 

Restoration 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,164 

1,222 

2,388 

Operation & Maintenance 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Milttaty Parsoinel - PCS 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

HAP 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Estimate Lsmd Revenue^-) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Q 

0 

g 

Civilian ES(End Stiengtii) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

MHitary ES(End Strength) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

NET HMPLEMENTATION COSTS 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,321 

1,498 

2,819 


E)^)bii SC-02 
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BASE REALiGNMENT AND CLOSURE iV 
(1995 COMMISSION) 

Narrative Summary 


2070 - NAS Memphis, TN 

DISPOSAL ACTION 

Final disposal was 29 December 1999. The environmental cleanup completion is projected to be FY2017. 


CLOSURE/REALIGNMENT ACTION 

The 1993 Commission recommeruled the reali^iment of Naval Air Station (NAS), Memphis to a Naval Support Activity, and a 
portion of the b^e closed and excised. NAS ceased flight missions and realigned to a Naval Support Activity in October i 995. 


ONE-TIME IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 
Military Construction 

Nohelnfran 

Family Housing Construction 

NonemTY'iSfT" 

Family Housing Operations 
NonemFVW 


Environmental 

Studies 

None in FY 2013 

Compliance 
None in fV 2013 

Installation Restoration 

R.^ilirements addiess^nvironmental restoration activities (soil and groundwater cleanup) necessary to meet Federal, State 
and Local regulations to protect human health and the environment. 


Operation and Maintenance 

Carataker 

NOTc7nFV2013 

Real Estate 
NoncTnT?’ 2013 


Exhibit BC-03 
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BASE CLOSURE iV 

BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE (1995 COMMISSION) 
FINANCIAL SUMMARY 
($ 000 ) 


C!o8urameallgnm«nt Location: 1220 - Naval Air Fadlity. Midway Island 



1996 

1997 

1998 

19^ 

2000 

2001 

1996-2001 

One-TIma implamantation Costs 








Miittary Construction 

0 

0 

0 

g 

0 

0 

0 

Family Hou^ng 

0 

0 

0 

Q 

0 

0 

Q 

ConsUucUcm 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Environnwitat 

0 

19 

0 

0 

180 

4,997 

5.196 

Studies 

0 

0 

Q 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Compliance 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Restoration 

0 

19 

0 

0 

180 

4,997 

5,196 

Operation & Maintenance 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Military Personnel 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Q 

0 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

HAP 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL COSTS 

0 

19 

0 

0 

180 

4,997 

5,196 

Esdmate Land Revenu8S(-) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL BUDGET REQUEST 

One-time Implementation Costs 
(Funded by other ApfHtrpriatkms) 

0 

19 

0 

Q 

180 

4,997 

5,196 

0 & M Navy 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

O & M Marins Corps 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL COSTS 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Savings 

Military CraistnK^n 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Family Housing 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Oj^ratkm & Ma^tenance 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Military Pereonnel - PCS 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Civilian ES(End Strength) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Military ES{End Strength) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Net in^ilementatlon Costs 

Military Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

FamHy Housing 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

OpereUcns 

0 

0 

0 

D 

0 

0 

0 

Environmental 

0 

19 

0 

0 

180 

4,997 

5,196 

Studies 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Compliance 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Restoration 

0 

19 

0 

0 

180 

4.997 

5,196 

{^ration & Maintenance 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

MBttary Persormel - PCS 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

HAP 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Odier 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Estimate Land Revenues(‘) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Civilian ES(End S^engdi) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9 

Military ES(End Strer^) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

NET IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 

0 

19 

0 

0 

180 

4,997 

5,196 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE IV 
<1995 COMMISSION) 

Narrative Summaiy 


1220 - Naval Air Facility, Midway Island 


DISPOSAL ACTION 

May 1 996, Navy transferred Midway Island to the United Stat^ Department of the Interior for the use of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) designated Midway Atoll an Overlay National Wildlife Refijge. Navy 
retained environmental cleanup responsibilities. 


CLOSURE/REAUGNMENT ACTION 

The 1993 Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission directed the closure of the Naval Air Facility, Midway Island. NAF 
Midway Island operationally closed in September 1993. 


ONE-TIME IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 

Military Construction 
Nbitiem 

Family Housing Construction 
Family Housing Operations 


Environmental 

Studio 

None" in FY 2013 
Compliance 

Requirements address environmental compliance and pollution prevention activities necessary to meet Federal, State and 
Local regulations. 

Installation Restoration 
None in FY 2013 


Operation and Maintenance 

Caretaker 
None in FY 2013 

Real Estate 
None in FY 2013 


(Paselofl) 
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BASE CLOSURE IV 

BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE (1995 COMMISSION) 
FINANCIAL SUMMARY 
($000) 


Ciosure^eailenment Location: 10^ - NAS Moffeti Field, CA 


One-Time implementation Costs 

1986 

1997 

1998 

1999 

2000 

2001 

1996-2001 

Military Constiuction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Farrtfy Housing 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Ctmstaicllon 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

(derations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Environmenla! 

15 

0 

0 

2J01 

607 

14,925 

18,248 

Studies 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

91 

91 

Coi^tiance 

0 

0 

0 

2.684 

607 

1,679 

4,970 

RestoraSon 

15 

0 

0 

17 

0 

13,155 

13,187 

C^>«aUon & Maintenance 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Military Personnel 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

HAP 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL COSTS 

15 

0 

0 

2,701 

607 

14,925 

18,248 

Estimate Land R8vaiues(-) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL BUDGET REQUEST 

One-time implementation C<h^ 

(Funded by otiier Appropriations) 

15 

0 

0 

2,701 

607 

14,925 

18,248 

0 & M Navy 

Q 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 & M Marine Goqjs 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL COSTS 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Savings 

Milttary Consbuctkm 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Famtiy Housmg 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

g 

0 

ConslTuctlon 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Q 

0 

Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operation & Maint^nce 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Military Personnel - PCS 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

CMtian £S(End Strength) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Military ES(End Strength) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Net Implementation Costs 

Military Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Family Housing 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

En\rironmer>t8l 

15 

0 

0 

2,701 

607 

14,925 

18,248 

StucNes 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

91 

91 

Corr^ience 

0 

0 

0 

2,684 

607 

1,679 

4,970 

Restoration 

15 

0 

0 

17 

0 

13.155 

13,187 

Op«ation & M^ntanance 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

MBitary Personnel - PCS 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

HAP 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Estimate Land Revenues(-) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

CiviBan ES(£nd Strength) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Military ES(End Strengte) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

NET IMPLEMENTATICM COSTS 

15 

0 

0 

2,701 

607 

14,925 

18,248 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE iV 
(1995 COMMISSION) 

Narrative Summary 


1080 - NAS Moffett Field, CA 

DISPOSAL ACTION 

Disposal completed in January 1998, Navy retained environmental cleanup responsibilities. 


CLOSURE/REALIGNMENT ACTION 

Hie 1991 Commission recommended the closure of Naval Air Statkm (NAS) Moffett Field. NAS Moffett Field closed on 30 July 
1994. An outlying field. Naval Auxiliary Landing Field (NALF) Crows Landing, ceased operations on 1 July 1993. 


ONE-TIME IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 

Military Construction 

Nonemmmj”" 

Family Housine Construction 

NohemFV’mr 


Family Housing Operations 
None in FY 2013 


Environmental 

Studies 

None in FY 2013 

Compliance 
54one m SPY 2013 

Installation Restoration 

l^utrcmcnts address environmental restoration activities (soil and groundwater cleanup) necessary to meet Federal, State 
and Local regulations to protect human health and the environment. 


Operation and Maintenance 

Caretaker 
None in tY 2013 

Real Estate 
None in FY2013 


Exhibit BC-03 
(P^olofl) 


139 



559 


BASE CLOSURE iV 

BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE (1995 COMMISSION) 
FINANCIAL SUMMARY 
($000) 


Closure/Reaiignment Location: 1560 - Nava) Training Ctr, CMando, Ft 


One-Time implementation Costs 

1996 

1997 

1998 

1999 

^00 

2001 

1996-2001 

Militafy Construction 

121^42 

11.831 

1,854 

0 

0 

0 

134,927 

Family Housing 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Constaicfion 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Environmental 

1,543 

30 

434 

0 

2,442 

6,540 

10,989 

Sadies 

1,356 

30 

0 

0 

40 

4 

1,430 

Compliance 

187 

0 

188 

0 

0 

3.098 

3,473 

Restoration 

0 

0 

246 

0 

2,402 

3.438 

6,086 

Operation & Maintenance 

3,178 

8,606 

6.945 

5.653 

267 

299 

26,948 

Military Perswm^ 

0 

0 

1,705 

0 

29 

4 

1,738 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

HAP 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL COSTS 

125,963 

20,467 

12,938 

5,653 

2,738 

6,843 

174,802 

Estimate Land R 0 venues{-) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL BUDGET REQUEST 

One-time Impiementaticm Costo 
(Funded by other ApprepriaUons) 

125,963 

20,467 

12,938 

5,653 

2,738 

6,843 

174,602 

O&M Navy 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

O & M Marine Corps 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL COSTS 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Savings 

Military Crmstruction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Fanily Housir^ 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

ConstriK^OTJ 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operatifflis 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operation & Maintenance 

0 

0 

-600 

-1,200 

-1,200 

-1,200 

•4,200 

Military Personnel - PCS 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

-119.020 

-40.000 

0 

0 

0 

0 

-159,020 

Ci>rilian ES(End Strengto) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Military ES(End Strength) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 

-119.020 

-40,000 

-600 

-1,200 

•1,200 

-1,200 

-163,220 

Net imptementation Costs 

Milibuy Construction 

121,242 

11,831 

1,854 

0 

0 

0 

134,927 

Fandly Housing 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Constnjctton 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Environmental 

1.543 

30 

434 

0 

2,442 

6.540 

10,989 

Studies 

1,356 

30 

0 

0 

40 

4 

1,430 

Conpdance 

187 

0 

188 

0 

0 

3,098 

3,473 

Restoration 

0 

0 

246 

0 

2,402 

3.438 

6,086 

Operation & Maintenance 

3,178 

8.606 

8.345 

4.453 

-933 

-901 

22,748 

Military Personnrt - PCS 

0 

0 

1.705 

0 

29 

4 

1,738 

HAP 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

-119,020 

-40.000 

0 

0 

0 

0 

-159,020 

Estimate Land Re^nues(') 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Civilian ES(End Strength) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Military ES{End Sbwgth) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

NET IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 

6.943 

-19,533 

12,338 

4.453 

1,538 

5,643 

11,382 
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BASE CLOSURE iV 

BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE (1995 COMMISSION) 
Continuing Environmental Restoration & Caretaker Costs 
DON FINANCIAL SUMMARY 
1S80 - Naval Training Ctr, Orlando, FL 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE IV 
(1995 COMMISSION) 

Narrative Summary 


1580 - Naval Traioiog Ctr, Orlando, FL 

DISPOSAL ACTION 

Final disposal was 8 February 2008. The environmental cleanup completion is projected to be FY2038. 


CLOSURE/REALIGNMENT ACTION 

The 1993 Commission recomirended the closure of Naval Training Center (NTC) Orlando, FL. The NTC was closed in April 1999. 


ONE-TIME IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 
Milit^y Construction 

nm^rnwim — 

Family Housing Constraction 
Noneiri"'FV'"ifr 

Family Housing Operations 
None in FY 20T3 


Environmental 

Studies 

None in FY 2013 
Compliance 

Itl^uiiements address environmental compliance and pollution prevention activities necessary to meet Federal, State and 
Local regulations. 

Installation Restoration 

R^utrements address environmental restoration activities (soil and groundwater cleanup) necessaiy to meet Federal, State 
and Local regulations to protect human health and the environment, and in support of BRAC property disposal initiatives. 


Operation and Maintenance 

Caretaker 
NonilnTY 2013 

Real Estate 
NoneTnTV 2013 


Exhibit BC-<53 
(Page 1 of i) 
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BASE CLOSURE IV 

BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE (1995 COMMISSION) 
FINANCIAL SUMMARY 
($000) 

Ciosure/Reaiignment tocaUon: 1050 - Naval Station. Philadelphia, PA 


1996 


Ono'TIme tm(M«nentat!on Costs 

Military Constnictlon 0 

Fantf y Houssig 0 

Constnjctioo 0 

Operations 0 

Envirorroenta! 0 

Shjdies 0 

Compliance 0 

Restoratk^ 0 

Operation & Maintenance 0 

Militery Personnel 0 

Other 0 

HAP 0 

TOTAL COSTS 0 

Estimate Land Revenues(-} 0 

TOTAL BUDGET REQUKT 0 

On»4lmo implemer^atton Costo 
(Funded by odier Approf^ations) 

O&MNavy 0 

O & M Marine Coips 0 

TOTAL COSTS 0 

Savings 

Military Construction 0 

Family Housbig 0 

Constructkm 0 

Operations 0 

Operation & M^ntwiance 0 

Military Pwsawel - PCS 0 

Other 0 

CMIlan ES(End Strength) 0 

Mtiitary ES(Encl Strength) 0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 

Net implementation Coats 

Mildary Construction 0 

Family Housing 0 

Construction 0 

Operations 0 

Environmental 0 

Studies 0 

Compliance 0 

Restoration 0 

(^erati(»i & Maintenance 0 

Military P«»sonn#l - PCS 0 

HAP 0 

Other 0 

Estimate land Revenue^-) 0 

Civilian ES(End Sbength) 0 

Military ES(End Strength) 0 

NET IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 0 


1997 

1998 

1999 

IMOO 

2001 

1996-2001 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

0 

588 

12 

34 

636 

0 

0 

1 

12 

0 

13 

2 

0 

297 

0 

0 

299 

0 

0 

290 

0 

34 

324 

54 

0 

1,264 

48 

0 

1,366 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

56 

0 

1,852 

60 

34 

2,002 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

96 

0 

1,852 

60 

34 

2,002 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

0 

588 

12 

34 

636 

0 

0 

1 

12 

0 

13 

2 

0 

297 

0 

0 

299 

0 

0 

290 

0 

34 

324 

54 

0 

1,264 

48 

0 

1,366 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

56 

0 

1,852 

60 

34 

2,002 


BC-Q2 
(Page 1 of 1) 


147 



BASE CLOSURE IV 


564 




o o o o o o o 

s°°s°°s 

GO O O CD O O 0 
(O (O 0 

o o o o o o o 

S'=°S'’°S 

googoog 

s°°s°°s 





BASE CLOSURE IV 


565 



a ® 

S n 

o f 
U I 

go 

o> o 5 

c 

UJ O 

3 C 
KO O 

O « 

_i Q> 

u ec 

i| 

< s 

z i; 

UJ o i 

s ^ ( 
o £ 


< f 

s ® 

£ T 3 
S ffl 

p_ 

-J - o 

< c o 
O."® 


< w, 

5 

in 


O O 

I" 

V) 


- o o j- o o » 


oc c 

Ul ^ 




I c: » ^ 

islil 


If 


So o 

if o 


oopS^s: 



566 


BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE iV 
(1995 COMMISSION) 

Narrative Summary 


1050 - Naval Station, Philadelphia, PA 

DISPOSAL ACTION 

Final disposal occurred in November 2001 . 


CLOSURE/REALIGNMENT ACTION 

ITie 1991 Commission recommended the closure of Naval Station (NAVSTA), Philadelphia, PA. Operational closure occurred on 
January 1, 1996. 


ONE-TIME IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 

Military Construction 
None in FY 2015 

Family Housing Construction 

NonemFViiTr 


Family Housing Operations 

NonlinTYmr^ 


Environmental 

Studies 

None in FY 2013 

Compliance 
None in FY 2013 

Installation Restoration 

Requirements atldr^renvironmental restoration activities (soil and groundwater cleanup) necessary to meet Federal, State 
and Local regulations to protect human health and the environment, and in support of BRAC property disposal initiatives. 


Operation and Maintenance 

Caretaker 
None in FY 20 13 

Real Estate 
None in FY 2013 
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BASE CLOSURE tV 

BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE (1995 COMMISSION) 
FINANCIAL SUMMARY 
($ 000 ) 


Ctosure/Reailgnmwit Location: 2400 - NS Roosevelt Roads, RP 


CNie^Time impl«nentaU<m Costs 
Miittary Construction 

Family H<Mising 
Cwwtruction 
Op^tiois 
Environmental 
Shidtos 
Compliance 
Restoration 

CH>efatk>n & Maintenance 
MBitery Pwsonnel 
atwf 
HAP 

TOTAL COSTS 
Estimate Land Revenues(-) 

TOTAL BUDGET REQUEST 

One4Jme Implementation C(»ts 
(Furufed by otiter JM>proprlations} 
OaMNavy 
O & M Marine Corps 
TOTAL COSTS 


1996 1997 1998 1999 Vm 2001 1996-2001 


0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 


0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 


0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 


0 

0 

0 


Savings 

Military Construction 
Family Housing 
Consbuctirw 
Operatkms 

Operatkm & Maintenance 
Military Personnel - PCS 
Other 

Civilian ES(End Stroigth) 
Military ES(Enci Strength) 
TOTAL SAVINGS 


0 0 0 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 

0 9 0 


0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 


Net Implemerrtatlon Costs 
Military Construction 
Family Housing 
Construction 
Operations 
EnvtrMmental 
Studies 
Compliance 
Restoration 

C^ereticm & Maintenwice 
Military Persrmnei - PCS 
HAP 
Other 

Estimate LarKi Revotue$(-) 

CMIIan ES(End Strer^lh) 

MiWary ES(End 

NET IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 


0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 


0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
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570 


BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE iV 
(1995 COMMISSION) 

Narrative Summary 


2400 > NS Roosevelt Roads, RP 

DISPOSAL ACTION 

Final disposal actions are projected to occur in FY201 3. The environmental cleanup completion is projected to be FY2039. 


CLOSURE/REALIGNMENT ACTION 

Closed through special legislation. Operational closure was March 2004. 


ONE-TIME IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 
Military Construction 


Family Housing Construction 
NonemFVMS 


Family HoiKing Operations 
Hone in FV M3 


Environmental 

Studies 

None in FY 2013 

Compliance 
Hone in FV 2013 

Tnstellation Restoration 

{iteqyirements address envirmmentai restoration activities (soil and groundwater cleanup) necessary to meet Federal, State 
and Local regulations to protect human health and the environmott, and in support of BRAC prop^ disposal initiatives. 


Operation and Maintenance 
Caretaker 

Requirement covers labor and general support for the caretaker site office, facility management to include general 
maintenance of real proper^, utilities, and security. Fire and police services are included where necessary. 

Rea! Estate 
None in FV 2013 


ExMUt B(>03 
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BASE CLOSURE iV 

BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE <1995 COMMISSION) 
FINANCIAL SUMMARY 
($ 000 ) 


Closure/Realignment UocaWon: 2060 - Public Works Ctr. San Francisco. CA 


1996 


Ona-Hma impismcmtation Costs 

Military Constnictton 0 

Family Housing 0 

Consfttiction 0 

Operations 0 

Environments 0 

Studies 0 

CoJT^iance 0 

Res^aticHi 0 

C^raiton & Maintenance 0 

Military Personnel 0 

Other Q 

HAP 0 

TOTAL COSTS 0 

Estimate Land Revenu^C-) 0 

TOTAL BUDGET REQUEST 0 

One^me implementation C<»t8 
(Funded by other Appropriations) 

O&MNavy 0 

O & M Marine Corps 0 

TOTAL COSTS 6 

Savings 

Military Construction 0 

Family Housing 0 

Construr^on 0 

Operations 0 

Citation & Maintenance 0 

MHttary Personn^ - PCS 0 

Other 0 

Civilian ES(End Sber^th) 0 

Military ES(End Strength) 0 

TOTM. SAVINGS 0 

Net implementation Costs 

Military Construction 0 

Family Housing 0 

Construction 0 

Operations 0 

Environmental 0 

Studies 0 

Compliance 0 

Restoration 0 

Operation & MalntenarKe 0 

Military Prasonnel - PCS 0 

H/^ 0 

Other 0 

Estimate Land Revmtues(-) 0 

Civilian ES{End Strengtii) 0 

Military ES{ErKl Sfrengtii) 0 

NET IMPLEMENTATK»J CC^TS 0 


1997 

1998 

1999 

2000 

2001 

1996-2001 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

490 

767 

1,031 

2,288 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

490 

745 

0 

1,235 

0 

0 

0 

22 

1.031 

1,053 

0 

0 

0 

27 

0 

27 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

490 

794 

1,031 

2,315 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

430 

794 

1,031 

2,315 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

490 

767 

1,031 

2,288 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

490 

745 

0 

1,235 

0 

0 

0 

22 

1,031 

1,0^ 

0 

0 

0 

27 

0 

27 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

490 

794 

1,031 

2,315 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE IV 
(1995 COMMISSION) 

Narrative Summary 


2060 - Public Works Ctr, San Francisco, CA 

DISPOSAL ACTION 

The final disposal date was 22 September 2011. 


CLOSURETREALIGNMENT ACTION 

TTie 1993 Commission recommended the closure of die Navy Public Works Center (PWC) San Francisco Bay. PWC San Francisco 
Bay closed on 30 September 1997. 


ONE-TIME IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 


Military Construction 
None in FY2013 

Family Housing Construction 

NbwlnFY2'0T3 

Family Housing Operations 
NcmeinFY20!3 


Environmental 

Studies 

blone in FY 2013 

Compliance 
None In FY 2013 

Installation Restoration 

R^uirements address environmental restoration activities (soil and groundwater cleanup) necessaiy to meet Federal, State 
and Local regulations to protect human health and the environment, and in support of BRAC property disposal initiatives. 


Operation and Maintenance 

Caretaker 
None in fY 2013 

Real Estate 
None in FY 2013 


E]dilbttBCM33 
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BASE CLOSURE iV 

BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE (1995 COMMISSION) 
FINANCIAL SUMMARY 
($000) 


Closurefltealignment Location: 1510 - NAS South Weymoutt>. MA 


1996 


One>Tlme hnpl^nionfation Costs 

Military Construction 

2,5^ 

Famliy Hou^g 

0 

Construction 

0 

(^rations 

0 

Environmental 

5.233 

Studies 

693 

CcHTipiiance 

3,843 

Restoration 

697 

C^eraUon & Maintenance 

1,650 

Military Personn^ 

274 

Other 

0 

HAP 

0 

TOTAL COSTS 

9,916 

Estin>ate Land R6venues(-) 

0 

TOTAL BUDGET REQUEST 

9.916 

(^e-time impiemeittaUon Costs 
(Fund^ by other ApprotHiations) 

O&MNavy 

0 

0 & M Marine Corps 

0 

TOTAL COSTS 

0 

Ss'dngs 

Military Consifucticm 

0 

Family Housing 

0 

Constiuclion 

0 

Operatkms 

0 

Operation & Maintenance 

-629 

Military Personnel - PCS 

0 

Other 

0 

Civilian ES(Cnd Strength) 

0 

MllitatyESiEnd Strength) 

0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 

•629 

Net Implementation Costs 

Mlitttry Construction 

2,559 

Famliy Housing 

0 

Construction 

0 

Opemtions 

0 

Environmental 

5.233 

Studies 

693 

ComiiMvtce 

3.843 

Restoratmn 

697 

C^)eratian & MaMenance 

1.221 

Militffiy Perscmnel - PCS 

274 

HAP 

0 

Other 

0 

Estimate Land R8V8nues(>) 

0 

Civilian ES(End Stiwigth) 

0 

Military ES(End Strength) 

0 

NET IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 

9.287 


1997 

1998 

1999 

2060 

2001 

1998-2001 

72 

13 

0 

0 

0 

2,644 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

5,430 

10.696 

4,621 

2,017 

17,010 

45.007 

4 

166 

22 

67 

34 

986 

2.644 

4,934 

1.065 

568 

5,019 

18,673 

2,782 

5,598 

3.534 

1,382 

11,957 

25,948 

4,927 

3,154 

1,034 

1,394 

1.181 

13,540 

400 

0 

0 

0 

0 

674 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

16,829 

13,663 

S,65S 

3,411 

18,191 

61,865 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

10,829 

13,863 

5,655 

3,411 

18,191 

61,865 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

-370 

-370 

-629 

-1,905 

-1.963 

-2,022 

-2.082 

-8,601 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

-629 

-1,905 

-1,963 

-2,022 

-2,082 

-8,601 

-5.524 

-12.947 

-13.493 

-13,815 

-14,153 

-60,561 

-6,310 

-14,749 

•16,929 

-17,312 

-17,663 

-72,963 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

-13 

-13 

•13 

-13 

-13 

-65 

0 

-80 

•80 

•80 

-80 

-320 

•12,463 

-29.601 

-32,385 

-33,149 

•34.^ 

-142.495 

72 

13 

0 

0 

-370 

2,274 

-629 

-1,905 

-1,963 

-2.022 

-2,082 

-8.601 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

•629 

-1.905 

•1.963 

-2.022 

•2.082 

■8.801 

5.430 

10,696 

4.621 

2.017 

17,010 

45,007 

4 

166 

22 

67 

34 

986 

2.644 

4.934 

1,065 

566 

5,019 

18,073 

2.782 

5.596 

3,534 

1,382 

11,957 

25,948 

-597 

-9.793 

-12,459 

-12,421 

-12,972 

-47,021 

-5.910 

-14,749 

•16,929 

-17,312 

-17,663 

-72,289 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

-13 

•13 

-13 

-13 

-13 

-65 

0 

-80 

-80 

-80 

-80 

-320 

•1,634 

.15,738 

-26,730 

-29.738 

-16,077 

■80,630 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE iV 
(1995 COMMiSSiON) 

Narrative Summary 


1510 - NAS South Weymouth, MA 

DISPOSAL ACTION 

Final disposal is projects! for December 2013. 


CLOSURiyREALIGNMENT ACTION 

The 1995 Commission recommended die closure of the Na’ral Air Station (NAS), South We>TOouih, MA. The base was operationally 
closed on 30 September 1997. 


ONE-TIME IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 

Military Consflructton 
None inF^20l3 

Family Housing Oinstructibn 
fcinFVW^ 

Family Housing Operations 

HSheinW5ii!5 


Environmental 

Studies 

None in FY 2013 

Compliance 
None in fV 2013 

Installation Restoration 

Requirement address environmental restoration activities (soil and groundwater cleanup) necessary to meet Federal, State 
and Local regulations to protect human health and the environment, and in support of BRAC propeily disposal initiatives. 


Operation and Maintenance 

Caret^er 
None'lhTY 2013 

Real Estate 
None in FY 2013 


(Page 1 of 1) 
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BASE CLOSURE iV 

BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE (1995 COMMISSION) 
FINANCIAL SUMMARY 
($000} 


CIosure/Realfgnment LocaUon: 1150 - Navat Station, Trsasure t^and. CA 


1996 


One-Ume Imptomantation Costs 

Military Construction 0 

Family Housing 0 

ConstrucUon 0 

Operations 0 

Environmental 433 

Studies 0 

Compliance 0 

Reslwatiwi 433 

Operation & Maintenance 0 

Miliary Personn^ 0 

Other 0 

HAP 0 

TOTAL COSTS 433 

Estimate Land Revw>ues(-) 0 

TOTAL BUDGET REQUEST 433 

One-Ume Implementation Costs 
(Funded by other Approi^tions) 

O & M Navy 0 

O & M Marine Corps 0 

TOTAL COSTS 0 

Savings 

Military Consbuction 0 

Family HrHJsing 0 

Consbuctiai 0 

C^ratiOTis 0 

Op^aUon & Maintwance 0 

Military P^sonnei - PCS 0 

Other 0 

Chilian ES(End length) 0 

Mi»taryES(End Strength) 0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 

Net Implementation Coste 

Military Construction 6 

Family Housing 0 

Consbuction 0 

Operations 0 

Envlronm^tai 433 

Studies 0 

Comf^iance 0 

Restoration 433 

C^ration & MainlenarKe 0 

Military Persainel - PCS 0 

HAP 0 

Other 0 

Estimate land Revenuas(-) 0 

Civilian ES(End Strength) 0 

MiliUny ES(End Strength) 0 

NET IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 433 


1997 

1998 

1999 

2000 

2001 

1996-2001 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,095 

340 

12,836 

6,768 

72,162 

94,634 

0 

0 

261 

71 

374 

706 

0 

0 

0 

627 

2,170 

2,797 

2.095 

340 

12,575 

6,070 

69,618 

91,131 

0 

0 

3,752 

5,126 

3.502 

12,380 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,095 

340 

16,588 

11,894 

75,664 

107,014 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,095 

340 

16,588 

11,894 

75,664 

107.014 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6 

0 . 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Q 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2.095 

340 

12,836 

6.768 

72,162 

94,634 

0 

0 

261 

71 

374 

706 

0 

0 

0 

627 

2,170 

2,797 

2.095 

340 

12.575 

6,070 

69,618 

91,131 

0 

0 

3,752 

5,126 

3.502 

12,380 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,095 

340 

16,588 

11,894 

75,664 

107,014 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE IV 
(1995 COMMISSION) 

Narrative Summary 


1 150 - Naval Station, Treasure Island, CA 

DISPOSAL ACTION 

Final disposal is anticipated in 2020. Navy will retain cleanup responsibilities. 


CLOSURE/REALIGNMENT ACTION 

The 1993 Commission recommended closure of Na\^l Station Treasure Island (NSTT). NSTI was closed on September 30, 1997. 


ONE-TIME IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 

Militaiy Construction 

pMTiily Housing Construction 
NonemFYiOiS 

Family Housing Operations 
None in FY 2013 


Environmental 

Studies 

None in FY 2013 
CompliMice 

Requirements address environmental compliance and pollutitm prevention activities necessary to meet Federal, State and 
Local regulations. 

Installation Restoration 

Requirements address mvironmental restoration activities (soil and groundwater cleanup) necessary to meet Fcder^, State 
and Local regulations to protect human health and the environment, and in support of 6RAC property disposal initiatives. 


Operation and Maintenance 

Caretaker 
None in FY 2013 


(Pagalofl) 
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BASE CLOSURE iV 

BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE (1995 COMMISSION) 
FINANCIAL SUMMARY 
($000) 


Clouire/Reailgnment Location: 1 151 • Navat Station, Treasure t^arxi. CA Oluidars Point Arviex) 


C^e-Ume implementation Coste 
Military Construction 

Family Housing 
Construcfion 
Operations 
Environmental 
Studies 
Con^»rce 
Restoraticm 

{^era^ & Maintenance 
Military Personnel 
CXher 
HAP 

TOTAL COSTS 
Estimate Land Revenue^-} 

TOTAL BUDGET REQUEST 

One>time implementation Costs 
(Furutad by other /^prof^atiwis) 
O & M Navy 
O & M Marine Corps 
TOTAL COSTS 


19S6 1997 1998 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 


0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 


0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 


Savings 

Military Construction 
Family Housing 
Ccmstiuction 
Operations 

Operation & Maintenance 
Military Personnel - PCS 
Othw 

Civilien ES(End Strength) 
Military ES(End Strength) 
TOTAL SAVINGS 


0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 


Net Implementation Costs 
Military Construction 
Family Housing 
Constnic^ 

Opwations 

Environmental 

Stiidies 

Compliance 

Restoration 

Opers^n & Mainten^ice 
Military Perronnel - PCS 
HAP 
C^her 

Estimate Larxi Revenu8s(-) 

Civilian ES{End Strengtit) 

MiHtary ES{End Strength) 

NET IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 


0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 


1999 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 


0 

0 

0 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 


2000 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 


0 

0 

0 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 


2001 1998-2001 


0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 Q 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 ■ 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 


0 0 
0 0 
0 0 


0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 


0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 e 

0 0 

0 0 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE IV 
(1995 COMMISSION) 

Narrative Summary 


1151 - Naval Station, Treasure Island, CA (Hunters Point Annex) 

DISPOSAL ACTION 

Disposal of all parcels is planned by September 2020. 


CLOSURE/REALIGNMENT ACTION 

The 1 988 Cwnmission recommended the closure of Na\^l Station Treasure Island, Hunters Point Annex (HP A), San Francisco, 
California. The 1991 Commission recmnmended the disposal of HPAon 29 Dec 1991. 


ONE-TIME IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 

Military Con^^crion 

Family Housing Construction 


Fmnilv Housing Operations 

NdnetnFViOB' 


Environmental 

Stodies 

None in FY 2013 

Compliance 
None in PY 2013 

fastaltation Restoration 

Requirements address environmental restoraticm activities (soil and groundwater cleanup) necessary to meet Federal, State 
and Local regulations to protect human health and die environment, and in support of BRAC property disposal initiatives. 


Operation and Maintenance 
Caretaker 

Requirement covers labor and general support for the cvetaker site office, facility management to include general 
maintenance of real property, utilities, and s«:urity. Fire and police services are included where necessary. 

Real Estate 

Covere costs a^ociat^ with real estate to include surveys, i^operty disposal announcements, and other costs associated with 
real estate. 


Exh^ BO03 
{P£^e 1 of 1) 


181 



587 


BASE CLOSURE IV 

BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE (1995 COMMISSION) 
FINANCIAL SUMMARY 
($000) 


Ciosure/Reallgnmsnt Location: 1760 • NAWC-AIrcrafl Division. Trenton. NJ 

1996 


CMie*Tfme ImptementaUon Costs 

Military Construction 0 

Family Housmg 0 

ConstnjcKon 0 

Operations 0 

Environmental 405 

Stijdi^ 405 

CompBance 0 

Restwation 0 

Operation & Maintenance 0 

Military Personnel 0 

Other 0 

HAP 0 

TOTAL COSTS 405 

Estimate Land Revenues(-} 0 

TOTAL BUDGET RECHIEST 405 

One-time Implementation Costs 
(Funded by other AppioprIMons) 

O&MNavy 0 

O & M Marine Corps 0 

TOTAL COSTS 0 

Savings 

Military Construction 0 

Family Hou^g 0 

Construc^wr 0 

Operations 0 

Oji^ation & Maintenance 0 

Military Personnel - PCS 0 

Ottier 0 

Chrilien ES(End Strength} 0 

Military ES(End Stiwgtit) 0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 

Net Implementation Costs 

MHItary Consbuctlon 0 

FamHy Houting 0 

Construction 0 

Qierations 0 

Ertvlronmentai 405 

ShJdies 405 

Compiiance 0 

Restoration 0 

Operation & Metotenance 0 

ftitiiitary Pef^cxinel - PCS 0 

HAP 0 

Other 0 

Estimate Land RevenuesC-) 0 

CMiian ES(End Siwrgth) 0 

Military ES(End Strength) 0 

NET IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 405 


1997 1998 


0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
10 0 
0 0 
10 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
10 0 
0 0 
10 0 


0 0 
0 0 
0 0 


0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 


0 0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
10 0 
0 0 
10 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
10 0 


1999 2000 


0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 7 

0 0 

0 7 

0 0 

0 223 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 230 

0 0 

0 230 


0 0 
0 0 

0 0 


0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 


0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 7 

0 0 

0 7 

0 0 

0 223 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 230 


2001 1996-2001 


0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

^ 1,006 

0 405 

0 17 

5B4 584 

0 223 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

584 1,229 

0 0 

584 1,229 


0 0 
0 0 
0 0 


0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

Q 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 


0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

584 1,006 

0 405 

0 17 

584 SS* 

0 223 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 6 

0 0 

0 6 

584 1,229 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE IV 
(1995 COMMISSION) 

Narrative Summary 


1760 - NAWC-AIrcraft Division, Trenton, NJ 


DISPOSAL ACTION 

Final disposal was November 2001. 


CLOSURE/REALIGNMENT ACTION 

The 1 993 Commission recommended closure of the Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division (NAWC AD), Trenton, NJ. The 
base vs^s operationally closed on 15 Dec 1998. 


ONE-TIME IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 

Military Construction 
Motie iriTY 201 3 

Family Housing Construction 

KonelTTiffr 

Family Housing Operations 




Environitiental 

Studies 

None in FY 2013 

Compliance 
None in FY 2013 

Installation Restoration 

kequircments atldress environmental restoration activities (soil and groundwater cleanup) necessary to meet Federal, State 
and Local regulations to protect human health and the environment. 


Operation and Maintenance 

Caretaker 
NonelnFY 2013 


0^ibttBC-O3 
{Page 1 of 1) 
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BASE CLOSURE iV 

BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE (1995 COMMISSION) 
FINANCIAL SUMMARY 
($ 000 ) 


Closure/R«8i)gnn^t Useatlon: 10% - MCAS Tustin, CA 


1dd6 


On«-Time Impiementation Costs 

Military Construction 0 

Family Housing 0 

Construction 0 

OperaUons 0 

Enwronmentai 0 

Studies 0 

Compliance 0 

Restoration 0 

Operation & Maintenance 0 

Military Perewrnel 0 

Otoer 0 

HAP 0 

TOTAL COSTS 0 

Estimate Land RevenuesC-) 0 

TOTAL BUDGET REQUEST 0 

OnMime impiementation Costs 
(Funded by other Approjwfations) 

O & M Navy 0 

O & M Marine C(»ps 0 

TOTAL COSTS 0 

Savings 

Military Conslniction 0 

Family Housing 0 

Conslrur^on 0 

Operations 0 

Operation & Maintenartce 0 

Military Perswrnei - PCS 0 

(^er 0 

Civilian ES(&td Strength) 0 

Military ES(End Stiengto) 0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 

implemsrttatlon Costs 

Military Construction 0 

Family Housing 0 

Construction 0 

Operations 0 

EnvironmMttal 0 

Studies 0 

Compllarice 0 

Restoration 0 

Oper^on & Maintenance 0 

Military Persorsiel - PCS 0 

HAP 0 

Other 0 

Estimate Land Revenues^) 0 

Civilian ES(End Stiength) 0 

Military ES(End Strength) 0 

NET IMPLEMENTATION COSIB 0 


1997 

1998 

1999 

2000 

2001 

1996-2001 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,367 

4,760 

6,127 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,367 

4,760 

6,127 

0 

80 

0 

0 

0 

80 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

8 

0 

80 

0 

1,367 

4,789 

6,207 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

80 

0 

1,367 

4,760 

6,207 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,640 

1,640 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,640 

1,640 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

-358 

-358 

-358 

-358 

-358 

-1,790 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

•358 

•358 

-356 

•356 

-356 

•1,790 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,367 

4.760 

6,127 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,367 

4.760 

6.127 

-358 

-278 

-358 

•358 

-358 

-1,710 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

-356 

-278 

-356 

1,009 

6,042 

6.057 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE iV 
(1995 COMMISSION) 

Narrative Summary 


1090-MCASTastiii,CA 

DISPOSAL ACTION 

Final disposal is anticipated in September 2015. 


CLOSURE/REALIGNMENT ACTION 

TheBRAC 1991 Commission recommended closure ofMarine Corps Air Station Tustin, California. TheBRAC 1995 Commission 
did a redirect of the squadrons. Operational closure of MCASTustin occurred in July 1999. 


ONE-TIME IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 

Military Constniction 
None in fV 2015 

Family Housing Construction 
NonemFVTflff 

Family Housing Operations 



Environmental 

Studies 

NonelnFY2013 

Compliance 
None in FV20I3 

Installation Restoration 

Requirements address environmental restoration activities (soil and groiindwater cleanup) necessary to meet Federal, State 
and Local regulations to protect human health and the environment, and in support of BRAC property disposal initiatives. 


Operation and Maintenance 
Caretaker 

Requirement covers labor and general su{^ort for the caretaker site office, facility management to include general 
maintenance of real property, utilities, and security. Fire and police services are included where necessary. 

Real Estate 

Covers costs associated with real estate to include surveys, property disposal announcements, and other cc^ts ass(K;iated with 
real estate. 


£xt\m B&03 
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BASE CtCeURE iV 

BASE REALiGNMENT AND CLOSURE (1995 COMMiSSiON) 
RNANCfAL SUMMARY 
($ 000 ) 


Closure/Reaiignmmt U>catlon: 4080 - NAWC-Aircraft Diveion. Warmrster, PA 


199fi 


One-Time toiplementation Costs 

Military Cons^ctlon 0 

Family Houang 0 

Conslructiwi 0 

Operations 0 

Enwronmenta! 196 

SUidies 196 

Compliance 0 

Restoration 0 

Operation & Maintenance 12,692 

Mititay Personnel 0 

Other 0 

HAP 0 

TOTAL COSTS 12,888 

Estimate laid FU»venues(-) 0 

TOTAL BUDGET REQUEST 12,888 

0ne4ime implementation Costs 
(Funded by odwr Appropriations) 

O&MNavy 0 

O & M Marine Corps 0 

TOT^ COSTS 0 

Savings 

Military C«istruc^ -4,900 

Family Housing 0 

Constructton 0 

OperaUons 0 

Operatkm & Maintenance 0 

Military Personnel - PCS 0 

Other 0 

Civili»i ES(End Strength) 0 

Military ES(End Sbenglh) 0 

TOTAL SAVINGS -4,900 

Net Implementation Costs 

Military Construction -4.^ 

Family HtMJsing 0 

ConstrucOon 0 

C^rations 0 

Environmental 196 

Studies 196 

Compliance 0 

Restoration 0 

Operation & Maintenance 12,692 

Militery Persrwinel - PCS 0 

HAP 0 

Other 0 

Estimate Land Ravenues(') 0 

Civilian ES(End Strength) 0 

Military ES(End Sbength) 0 

NET IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 7,988 


1997 

1998 

1999 

2000 

2001 

1996-2001 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

179 

835 

1,210 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

196 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

179 

835 

1,014 

4.692 

2,334 

2,042 

602 

15 

22^77 

62 

0 

0 

0 

0 

62 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,754 

2,334 

2.042 

781 

850 

23,649 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,754 

2,334 

2,042 

781 

850 

23,649 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

-4.900 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

-139 

-287 

-294 

•300 

-306 

-1,326 

-2,670 

-2.670 

-2.670 

-2,670 

-2,670 

•13.350 

-59 

-59 

-59 

•59 

-89 

•295 

-8 

-6 

-6 

-8 

-8 

40 

-2,809 

•2,957 

•2,964 

•2.970 

-2,978 

■19.576 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4.900 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

179 

835 

1,210 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

196 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

179 

835 

1,014 

4,892 

2,334 

2.042 

602 

15 

22,377 

-77 

-287 

-294 

-300 

-306 

-1,264 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

-2,670 

-2,670 

-2,670 

-2,670 

■2.670 

-13,350 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

-59 

-59 

-59 

-59 

-59 

•S»5 

-8 

-8 

•8 

-8 

-8 


1.945 

-623 

•922 

-2,189 

-2,126 

4,073 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE iV 
(1995 COMMISSION} 

Narrative Summary 


4080 - NAWC-Aircraft Division, Warminster, PA 

DISPOSAL ACTION 

Final disposal was accomplished in FY 2002. 


CLOSUREVREALIGNMENT ACTION 

The 1995 Commission's recommendation was to close the Naval Air Warfare Center, Aircraft Division, (NAWCAD) Warminster, PA. 
Operational closure occurred on 3! March 1997. 


ONE-TIME IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 

Military Construction 

NoMinm013 

Family Housing Construction 

HonemT^'risfT” 

Family Housing Operations 
NdneTnFViOO 


Environmentai 

Studies 

None in Ff 2013 
Conmiiance 

NoiieJ'irnr 2013 

Installation Restoration 

Requirements addr^ environmental restoration activities (soil and groundwater cleanup) necessary to meet Federal, State 
and Local regulations to protect human health and the environment. 


C^ratioa and Maintenance 

Caretaker 
NonemTY 2013 

Real Estate 
None in FY 2013 


ExhautBC-OS 
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BASE CLOSURE IV 

BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE (1995 COMMISSION) 
FINANCIAL SUMMARY 
(JOOO) 


Closure/Realignment LocaMon: 1740 - NSWC-Whi(e Oak, MD 


1996 


On«-Time tmiMementatlon Costs 

Military Construction 

42 S 

Famfly Housing 

0 

CkJnstruction 

0 

C^rations 

0 

Enviforonantal 

1,842 

Studies 

0 

CorT^lian<» 

246 

Restoration 

1.596 

Operation & Maintenance 

1,637 

Military Persc^n^ 

0 

Other 

0 

HAP 

0 

TOTAL COSTS 

3,904 

Estimate Land Revenu8s(>) 

0 

TOTAL BUDGET REQUEST 

3.904 

One-time Implammtatlon Costs 
(Funded other Appropriations) 

O&MNavy 

0 

0 & M Marine Cc^s 

0 

TOTAL COSTS 

0 

Savings 

Military ConstiTJcBwt 

0 

Family Housing 

0 

Cwistruction 

0 

derations 

0 

Operation & Maintenance 

0 

Military Personnel - PCS 

0 

Otijer 

-500 

Civilian ES(£nd Strength) 

0 

Military ES(End Strength) 

0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 

•500 

Net Imptommtation Costs 

Military Construction 

42 S 

FamHy Hou^g 

0 

Construction 

0 

(^rations 

0 

Environmental 

1,842 

Stutties 

0 

Com^^ce 

246 

Restoration 

1,596 

Op^tion & Maintenance 

1.637 

MHitary Personrwl - PCS 

0 

HAP 

0 

Other 

-500 

Estimate Land Revenues(-) 

0 

Owlian ES(End Strengtfi) 

0 

Military ES(End Strength) 

0 

NET IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 

3,404 


1997 

1998 

1999 

2000 

2001 

1996-2001 

20 

4,465 

0 

0 

0 

4,910 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,095 

8,535 

5,835 

1,210 

6.752 

25,269 

163 

651 

0 

0 

0 

814 

3 

0 

0 

0 

0 

249 

929 

7,884 

5.835 

1,210 

6,752 

24,206 

2,450 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,087 

12 

0 

0 

0 

0 

12 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,577 

13,000 

5,835 

1,210 

6,752 

34,278 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,577 

13,000 

5,835 

1.210 

6,752 

34,278 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

- 1,800 

- 7.429 

- 7,581 

- 7.731 

- 7,901 

• 32,942 

0 

-46 

-46 

•46 

-46 

-184 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

• 1,800 

• 7,429 

• 7,581 

• 7,731 

• 7,901 

- 32.942 

20 

4,465 

0 

0 

0 

4,910 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,095 

6,535 

5,835 

1,210 

6.752 

25,269 

163 

651 

0 

0 

0 

814 

3 

0 

0 

0 

0 

249 

929 

7,884 

5,835 

1,210 

e , 7 S 2 

24,206 

2.450 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4,087 

12 

0 

0 

0 

0 

12 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

- 1,800 

- 7,429 

- 7,581 

- 7,731 

- 7,901 

• 32,942 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

-46 

-46 

-46 

-46 

•184 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,777 

5,571 

- 1,746 

- 6,521 

- 1,149 

1,336 


ExWWt BC-02 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE IV 
(1995 COMMISSION) 

Narrative Summary 


1740 - NSWC-White Oak, MD 

DISPOSAL ACTION 

Final dispo^J was in 1 998. Property was transferred to the Gentaal Services Administration (GSA) and the Department of the Army 
as a Fed to Fed transfer. 


CLOSURE/REALIGNMENT ACTION 

TTre 1995 Commission recommended closure of the Naval Surface Warfare Center, Dahlgren Division Detachment, White Oak, 
Maryland. The base was operationally closed on 31 July 1997. 


ONE-TIME IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 

Military Construction 
None in FY 2013 

Family Housing Construction 
NonemFY20B 

Family Housing Operations 

Nohe-mFY'iiib 


Environmental 

Studies 

Hone ih FY 2013 
Compliance 

Requirements address environmental compliance and pollution prevention activities necessaiy to meet Federal, State and 
Local regulations. 

Installation Restoration 

Requirements address environmental restoration activities (soil and groundwater cleanup) necessary to meet Federal, State 
and Local regulations to protect human health and the environment. 


Operation and Maintenance 

Caretaker 
None in FY 2013 


Real Estate 


ExhitABCOS 
{Page 1 of 1) 
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BASE CLOSURE iV 

BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE (1995 COMMISSION) 
FINANCIAL SUMMARY 
($000) 


Ciosure/Reallgnment LocaHon: 9999 - V^LOCS 


1996 


One-Time Implementation Costs 

Military Constmction 0 

FamHy Mcwsing 0 

Construction 0 

Operations 0 

Environmental 4.855 

Studies 794 

C<«i»iMianc8 3.977 

Restriction 84 

Operation & Maintenance 3.499 

MiHtery Personnel 0 

O&m 0 

HAP 0 

TOTAL COSTS 8,354 

Estimate Land Revenues{-) 0 

TOTAL BUDGET RECftJEST 8.354 

One-time Implementation CMts 
(Funded ijy odwr A^^rrotHlattons} 

O&MNavy 0 

O & M M»ine Corps 0 

TOTAL COSTS 6 

Sa^ngs 

Miiitary COTstiuction 0 

Family Housing 0 

Construction 0 

Operations 0 

0|»raUon & Maintenani^ 15.686 

Mititary Personnel - PCS 1.410 

OUwr 1,929 

Civilian ES(End ^rengUr) 0 

MiiH^ ES(End Strength) 0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 19.025 

Net Implementation Costs 

Military Construction 0 

Family Housing 0 

Construction 0 

Operations 0 

Environmental 4,855 

SUidies 794 

Compliance 3,977 

Relation 84 

Operation & Maintenance 19.185 

Military Personnel - PCS 1,410 

HAP 0 

Other 1.^ 

Estimate Land Revenues(-) 0 

Civilian ES(End Strengtir) 0 

Military ES{End Streng8>) 0 

NET IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 27.379 


1997 

1998 

1999 

2000 

2001 

19^2001 

476 

225 

0 

0 

0 

701 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,051 

7,170 

1.522 

8,716 

8,261 

33,575 

352 

733 

0 

0 

17 

1,^ 

499 

842 

0 

1.286 

4,908 

11,512 

2.200 

5,595 

1,522 

7.430 

3,336 

20,167 

3,872 

8,214 

0 

0 

548 

16,133 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,399 

15,609 

1,522 

8,716 

8,809 

50,409 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

7,399 

15,609 

1,522 

8,716 

8.609 

50,409 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

83,030 

1.767 

-206 

-206 

•206 

99,865 

7.804 

-882 

-2.419 

-3.096 

-3,162 

•345 

0 

1,851 

12,653 

8.279 

6.416 

30,928 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

90,834 

2,538 

10.028 

4.977 

3,048 

130,448 

476 

225 

0 

0 

0 

701 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,051 

7,170 

1,522 

8,716 

8,261 

33.S7S 

352 

733 

0 

0 

17 

1.896 

499 

842 

0 

1,286 

4,908 

11,512 

2.200 

5.595 

1.522 

7,430 

3,336 

20,167 

86,902 

9.981 

-206 

-206 

342 

115,998 

7.804 

-882 

-2,419 

•3,096 

-3,162 

•345 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1.651 

12.653 

8,279 

6.416 

30,928 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

98,233 

18,145 

11,550 

13,693 

11,857 

180,857 


E)^)t BOta 
(P^1of1) 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE iV 
(1995 COMMISSION) 

Narrative Summary 


9999-VARLOCS 

DISPOSAL ACTION 
None in FY 2013 


CLOSURE/REALIGNMENT ACTION 

VARIX)CS are th(»e requirements which are generally not specific to one base and include those requirements that provide for 
personnel involved in the environmental cleanup of DON installations, including personnel at the Nava! Facilities Engineering 
Commami, Engineering Field Divisions, Activities, and Naval Facilities Environmental Service Center, other Navy (Na^l 
Environmental Health Center) personnel; other Federal Agencies (Agency for Toxic Substances Disease Registry and Environmental 
Protection Agency); and state environmental regulatory personnel (State Cooperative Agreement and Defense State Memorandum of 
Agreement). 


ONE-TIME IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 

Military Construction 

Family Housing Construction 

NoriSmirin? 

Family Housing Operations 
None in Fy 2013 


Environmental 

Studies 

None in FY 2013 

Compliance 
None in 2013 

Installation Restoration 

Provides salary, supp^ and overhead costs related to overall restoration program management. 


Operation and Maintenance 

Caretalrer 
None In FY 2013 

Real Estate 
None in FY20i3 


(Page 1 of 1) 
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BASE CLOSURE IV 

BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE (1995 COMMISSION) 
FINANCIAL SUMMARY 
($000) 


Closure/Reaiignment Location: 4320 - Planning. Design & Managemert 


1996 


One-Time impt^nentation Costs 

Military Construction 

0 

Family Houang 

0 

ConsbtKSicw 

0 

C^ratic^s 

0 

Enviiwimental 

2.724 

Studies 

0 

Compiiss^ 

2,584 

RestoraUon 

140 

C^ration & Maintenance 

5,455 

MUitswy Persorm^ 

0 

Other 

0 

HAP 

0 

TOTAL COSTS 

6.179 

Estimate LarxJ Revenues^-) 

0 

TOTAL BUDGET REQUEST 

8,179 

Onetime impiementaUon Costs 
(Funded odw Appropriations) 

0 & M Navy 

0 

O & M Marine Corps 

0 

TOTAL COSTS 

0 

Savings 

Military ConstnictiCHi 

0 

Fan^y Htwsing 

0 

Construction 

0 

Operations 

0 

Operadon & Mainterance 

0 

Military Pereonnel - PCS 

0 

Other 

0 

Ciwiian ES{End Strengm) 

0 

Military ES(End Strength) 

0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 

0 

Net impiementatlon Costs 

Military Construction 

0 

Pan% Housing 

0 

Construction 

0 

Operations 

0 

Envlxinmental 

2,724 

Studies 

0 

Conv^iance 

2,584 

Resfa^^OT 

140 

OperaSon & Ma^twiance 

5,455 

Military Pereonr^ - PCS 

0 

HAP 

0 

omer 

0 

Estimate Land Rewnues(-) 

0 

Civilian ES(End S^ength) 

0 

Mititary ES{End Strength) 

0 

NET IMPLEMENTAHON COSTS 

8,179 


1997 

1998 

1999 

2000 

2001 

1^-2001 

1,981 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,981 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1.845 

3,764 

6,155 

6.751 

0 

21,039 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

680 

1,102 

1 

429 

0 

4,796 

965 

2,662 

6,154 

6,322 

0 

18,243 

5,973 

1,936 

1,379 

7,384 

11,633 

33,760 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9,599 

5,700 

7,534 

14,135 

11,633 

56,780 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9,599 

5,700 

7,534 

14.135 

11,633 

56,780 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

• 0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,981 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,981 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,645 

3,764 

6.155 

6,751 

0 

21,039 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

680 

1,102 

1 

429 

0 

4,7^ 

965 

2.662 

6.154 

6.322 

0 

16.243 

5,973 

1,936 

1.379 

7.384 

11,633 

33,760 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9,599 

5,700 

7,534 

14.135 

11,633 

56,780 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE tV 
(1935 COMMISSION) 

Narrative Summary 


4320 - Planning, Design & Management 

DISPOSAL ACTION 

None in FY 2013 

CLOSURE/REALIGNMENT ACTION 
None in FY20J3 


ONE-TIME IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 

Military Construction 
NoneinFYiOlJ 

Family Housing Construction 
Ndne'inFY'MT 

Family Housing Operations 
Nonem F YliilS 


Environmental 

Studies 

NmieTnFY2013 

Compliance 
I^dnein FY'2013 

Installation Restoration 
None in fV 2^)13 


Operation and Maintenance 

Budget covers program costs to provide overall program management function and real estate efTort for all DON owned prior BRAC 
installation prop^ that remains to be disposed 

Costs include progr^ management and other related labor support necessary to complete disposition of remaining parcels. 

Specific costs include utalysts, administration, coordination, planning, budget and financial review, legislative and legal support, and 
poHcy/guidance promulgation and inteipretation that is non-site ^>ecific and supports the overall management and execution of 
Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) program. This also includes intergovernmental planning and intraservice coordination, 
program documentation oversight and review, real estate and caretaker coordination, Land Use Control (LUC) management, 
management review, and website management. 

Caretaker 

T3oHrmTY2013 


Real Estate 
None in FY 2013 


Exhlbtt BC-03 
(Page t of 1) 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
FISCAL YEAR 2013 
BUDGET ESTIMATES 
(BRAC 2005) 



BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT, V 
JUSTIFICATION DATA SUBMITTED TO CONGRESS 
FEBRUARY 2012 
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Exhibit BC<01 

FY 2013 Base Realignment and Closure Data 
2005 COMMISSION 
Executive Summary 


Tlie Department's program provides $18.21 Million in FY 2013 to corilinue support and cteamjp ofthe 2005 BRAG Commlsslwi recommendattons. The 
D^tar^t^fs plan will be Ajrrted by appropr^ted funds to ceHt^slete the pro^am. 

Schedule: program will ccmtinue to decrease unbt property is bansfened, soM. or completely leaned government environmental regulations. 

The efforts in FY 2013 »e listed btrlow; 

Comreisslim # 65, Close NAS Brunewlck, ME; Base Closure Account Requft'eman!: $4,897 Mition 
The ftmding supports Environmental coste 

Commteelon * 59, Closure Naval Vfeaptme Station Seal Beach Detachment, Concord, CA; Base Closure Account Requirement: $2,129 MSiion 
The funding supports Erwronmental coste 

Commieslon # 66, Cloea Maffc>a Corps Si^>poft Activity Kanaaa Ctty, MO; Base Ctosure Account Requirement: $0,039 Million 
The funding st 4 ^xjrts En\riiwimentai costs 

Commission i 70, Realign Naval Station Newport, Ri; Base Closure Account RequIremenL $1 .742 Million 
Tire fundrtg sup^rts Enviitmmental costs 

Commtsskm # 68, Close NAS JRB WHtow Grove, PA and Crentyts Reglwial Aitport, Johnstown, PA; Base Oosure ^>jxounl Requhwnent; $0,189 
»,«lllon 

The funding sup^rts Envlnrtmental costs 

Planning, Deslfln, and Management; Base Ctosure Account Requirement: $5,038 Million 
The funding supports Operation & Maintenance costs 

Various Locationa: Base Closure Account Requirement: $4,176 MUion 
The fundirtg supports Enviroiunental costs 

Missim^ Impact: 

Department of the Navy unit not be able to dispose of BRAC recommendaSons if the requested funding is not appropriated or realized in Land Seta 
Revenues. 

Envirmmental Considerations: 

Remedial actions at affected bases win continue in accordance wdth me Comprehensive Environmental Response. Compensation, and llabUity Act. 
These actions include tandfiil closures, grour>dwater treatments, under^ound str^e tank removals and removal of other sources of contantinatton. 

Olhaf: 

N/A 


Exhibit BC-01 S^\4ea OvwN^ 
{Paget of 1) 
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FY 2013 Budget Estimates 
Base Realignment and Closure Account - 2005 
Cost and Savings by Fiscal Year 
Overall Summary 
(Dollars In Millions) 


Closure/Raalignment Location: OvwaB Summary 


Compwwnt: Department of the Navy 
One-Time Impiementatiw) Costs 
NUIItary CorwtrucOon 

Fan^y Housing - Corstniction 
- Operations 
Erfvironmental 
Operation & Mamtenance 
MiKtary Personnel 
Other 

Homeowners Assistance Program 
Total Oi^'Tinw Costs 
EsUmate land Revalues 
Budget Inquest 
One-Time Costs 
Funded (^itside of the Accmint: 

Military Cons&uciion 
Family Housir^ 

Envlronm^tal 
Operation & Maintenance 
Other 

Homeowners <^»stance Program 
Total One-Time Cost Outside of the Account 
Grand Total Orte-Tlma Implementation Costs 
Recurring Costs: (memo non-add) 

Opemtk^r & Maint^ance 
Military Pwsonnei 
Other 

Totat Recurring Costs (memo non-edd) 
One-Time Savings 
Mllitaiv Construction: 

Family Housing • Construction: 

Military PCS Cost AvrHdance: 

Other: 

Total One-Time Savings 
CIvitlan Salary: 

Military Personnel Entitlements: 

Officer Salary 
Enlisted Salary 
Houdng Ailowan<» 

Overtwad: 

Family Hcaising Operations 
Sustainment 
Recapitalization 
BOS 
Other: 
f^ocurement 
Mission Activity 
MiscelianecHJS 
Total Recurring Sa^gs 
Grand Total Savings 

Net Crviiian Manpovwr Portion Changes (+/-) 
Net Millt^ Manpower Portion Changes (+/-) 
Net In^riementatiOTi Costs 
Less Estimated Lamd Revenues: 


2006 

2007 

2008 

2009 

^10 

2011 

2006-^11 

178.162 

558.964 

49 S . Q 3 S 

569.399 

224.383 

0.000 

2,025.943 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.900 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

23.400 

21.063 

19.664 

8.441 

21,-360 

15.201 

109.129 

49.572 

107.738 

183.283 

1 S 7.223 

339,325 

321.888 

1,159.029 

asTi 

1.359 

2.499 

9.785 

6.504 

1.456 

22.174 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

2.032 

2.032 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0,000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

251.705 

689.124 

700.481 

744.848 

591.572 

340.577 

3,318.307 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

251.705 

689.124 

700.481 

744.848 

591.572 

340.577 

3,318.307 


0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

o.ooo 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.( H }0 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.(K)0 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0,000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

O.OtMl 

0.000 

251.705 

689.124 

700.481 

744.848 

591.572 

340.577 

3,318.307 

O . OW ) 

8.431 

7.567 

22.719 

61.125 

83.153 

182.995 

0.000 

0.337 

1.169 

11.955 

14.188 

14.774 

42.423 

0.000 

0.000 

0,000 

0.000 

0.000 

O . ffiX ) 

0.000 

0.000 

6.768 

8.736 

34.874 

75.313 

97.927 

225.418 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

10.826 

6.139 

2.021 

18.986 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.753 

2.339 

3.092 

0.000 

2.53 B 

4.329 

4.670 

7.011 

7.535 

26.083 

O.OOQ 

3 Z 746 

48.283 

56.383 

55.960 

51.340 

244.712 

0.000 

35.284 

52.612 

71.879 

69.663 

63.235 

292.873 

0.000 

16.567 

29.877 

45.795 

117.048 

184.838 

394.123 

0.000 

7.651 

14,509 

21.685 

34.144 

45.584 

123. S 73 

0.000 

22.435 

44.202 

64.212 

105.923 

152.917 

389.689 

0.000 

6.583 

12,717 

19.236 

31.045 

43.400 

112.981 

0.000 

0-000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.654 

0.823 

1477 

0.000 

8.981 

11.987 

2B.5S0 

46.227 

58.953 

154.698 

0.000 

10.125 

41.323 

42.686 

43.573 

45.266 

182.973 

0.000 

2.170 

17.000 

24.687 

52.929 

66.868 

183.654 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0,000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

67.239 

106.735 

197.717 

256.105 

264.555 

892.351 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

141.751 

278.350 

444.568 

687.648 

883 J !02 

2,435.519 

0.000 

177.035 

330.962 

516.447 

757.511 

946.437 

2,728.392 

0 

(438) 

(313) 

(592) 

(585) 

(457) 

(2,385) 

0 

(955) 

(296) 

(616) 

(872) 

(941) 

(3,680) 

251.705 

512.069 

369.519 

228.401 

(185.939) 

(60 S .8«}) 

589.915 


Exhibit B&P2 
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FY 2013 Budget Estimates 
Base Realignment and Closure Account > 2005 
Cost and Savings by Fiscal Year 
Recommendation: Brunswick (NAS) 
(Dollars In Millions) 


Ctosura/Reailgnment Location: Close NAS BrunswhA, ME, DON-013SR 


Component: Department of the Navy 
One'tlme imiMemmitation Costs 
Mllltery Consmiction 
Farrtly Housing - CcHistmction 
- Operations 
Environmental 
Operaftsn & Mab‘rt«»r>ce 
MBitary Personnel 
Other 

Homeowners AssisUmce Program 
Total OnO'TIme Costs 
Estimate Land Revenj^s 
Budget Request 
One>Tlme C<»ts 
Funded Outside of the Account: 

Mititay Cwistruction 
FamBy Housing 
EnviRHimental 
Opwation & Maintenance 
Other 

Homeowners Assistance Program 
Total ^e-Time Cost Outside of ttie Account 
Grand Total OrwTIme Imf^mentatlon Costs 
Recurring Crate: (memo nom<add} 

Operation & Maintenance 
Military Personnel 
Other 

Total Recurring Crate <memo non*8dd} 
One-Time Saving 
Military Consteuctton: 

Family Housing -ConsUuctlon: 

Military PCS Cost Avoidance: 

Other: 

Total One-Time Ss^ngs 
Civilian Salary: 

Miiltsry Personnel Entitlements: 

Officer S^ry 
E^^lsted Sal^ 

Housing Allowance 
Overhrad: 

Family Hou^g Operations 
Sustainment 
Rec^alization 
BOS 
CMher: 

Procurwnent 
Mission ^rtivity 
Miscellaneras 
Totti Recurring Savings 
Grand Total Savings 

Net CrvKIan Manpower Position Chants (-«’/-) 
Net Mllit^ Manpcwer Position Changes l*h) 
Net implementetion Coste 
Lras Estimated Umd Revenues: 


2006 

2007 

71.600 

47.216 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

8.391 

14.151 

0.671 

2.501 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.0)0 

0.000 

80.662 

63.868 

0.000 

0.000 

80.662 

63.668 


0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

80.662 

63.868 

0.000 

0.038 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.038 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.032 

0.000 

1.632 

0.000 

1.664 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.100 

0.000 

0.213 

0.000 

0.064 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

7.517 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0-000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.0)0 

0.000 

7.894 

0.000 

9.558 

0 

(14) 

0 

(11) 


2008 2009 


40.072 5.590 

Q.000 0.000 

0.000 0.000 

7.805 2.750 

6.638 8.332 

0.000 1.596 

0.000 0.000 

0.000 0.000 

54.513 18.268 

0.000 0.000 

54.513 18.268 


0.000 0.000 

0.000 0.000 

0.000 0.000 

0.000 0.000 

0.000 0.000 

0.000 0.000 

0.000 0.000 

54.513 18.268 

0.590 1.323 

0.000 0.103 

0.000 0.000 

0.590 1.426 

0.000 10.626 

0.000 0.000 

0.000 0.014 

0.864 1.173 

0.864 12.013 

1.251 2.182 

0.204 0.277 

0.442 0.611 

0.133 0.247 

0.000 0.000 

8.030 12.702 

9.769 9.974 

0.062 0.936 

0.000 0.000 

0.000 0.000 

0.000 0.000 

19.891 26.929 

20.755 38.942 

(7) (18) 

0 (5) 


2016 


11.643 

0.000 

0.000 

11.601 

9.708 

3.376 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

36.328 


o.«» 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

36.328 


5.783 

0.447 

0.000 

6.230 

6.139 

0.000 

0.952 

0.000 

7.091 

4.820 

2.659 

8.788 

2.311 

0000 

19.598 

10.183 

1.755 

0.000 

0.680 

0.000 

50.792 

57.883 

(44) 

(251) 


2011 


0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

2.4(3 

11.736 

0.218 

1.187 

0.000 

15.550 

0.000 

15.550 


0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

15.550 


8.023 

0.702 

0.000 

6.725 

2.021 

0.000 

1.519 

0.000 

3.540 

14.183 

6.914 

20.525 

6,516 

0.156 

22.476 

10.397 

9.253 

0.000 

0.723 

0.000 

91.143 

94.883 

(171) 

(367) 


80.662 54.310 


33.758 (20.674) (21.555) 


(79.133) 


2006^011 


176.121 

0.000 

0.000 

47.107 

39.564 

S.190 

1.187 

0.000 

269.189 

0.000 

269.189 


0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

6.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

mi89 


13.757 

1.252 

0.000 

15.009 


18.986 

0.000 

2.517 

3.669 

25,172 

22.436 

10.154 

30.579 

9.271 

0.156 

70.321 

40.323 

12.006 

0.000 

1.403 

6.066 

196.649 

221.821 

(254) 

(634) 


47.368 


ExNbitB(>02 
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FY 2013 Budget Estimates 
Base Realignment and Closure Account • 2005 
Recommendation; Brunswick (NAS) 
Narrative Summary 


Close NAS Brunswick, ME - DON-0138R 


DISPOSAL ACTION 

The final disposal is planned for SEP 2014. Ail properti^; held in will be disposed of in accordance with the procedures outlined in 

the Base Redevelopment and Reuse Manual (BRRM), and ail leased and permitted properties will be disposed of in accordance with 
the terms and conditions of the respective leases and permits. 


CLOSURE/REALIGNMENT ACTION 

The 2005 Commission recommended the closure of Naval Air Station Bninswick, ME, and die relocation of its aircraft along with 
dedicated personnel, equii»nent and support to Naval Air Station Jacksonville, FL. NAS Brunswick consists of two sites: NAS 
Brunswick and Top^am Annex and remediation requirements are common between the two sites. The base disestebiishment 
ceremony occurred on 31 May 11. 


ONE-TIME IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 

Military Consbuction 

No Military Construction Requirements. 

Family Housing Construction 
NonemPYiSif 


Family Housing Operations 

NonilnlYM'5 

Environmental - Total One Time Impiementation costs are $47,107,000. FY 2013 Estimate is $4,897,000 
Funds are budgeted for environmental studies to satisfy requirements of the Base Reuse and Redevelopment Manual. This includes 
Community Environmental Response Facilitation Act (CERFA) Clean Document and pre{»ration of the Finding of Suitability for 
Transfer (POST). 

Funds are but^ted for RCRA compliance and continued environmental restoration projects at Naval Air Station Brunswick. 

Operation and Maintenance - Total One Time Implementation costs are $39,584,000. 

None in FY20I3 

Military Personnel - Total One Time Implementation costs are $5,190,000. 

None in FY 2013 

Other - Total One Time Implementation costs are $1,1 87,000. 

None in FY 2013 

Homeowners Assistance Program 
None in'PY 2613 


ExNWtBC-OS 
(P^ 1 of 1) 
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FY 2013 Budget Estimates 
Base Realignment and Closure Account - 2005 
Cost and Savings by Fiscal Year 
Recommendation; Concord (NWS) 
(Dollars In Millions) 


Ciosure/Raalignnwni Location: Closure Na\«{ Weapons Stetion Se^ Beadr Detachment, Conc<xd, CA, DON^172 


Component; D^wu-Qnent of the Navy 
Ona'Ume impiementaOon Costs 
Military Constractton 

Famliy Housing - Cori^ruchon O.iWO 

- Operatons 0.000 

En\^ronmental 7.311 

O^raBon & MaWenance O.WM) 

Military Personnel O.WJO 

OBier 0.000 

Homeownere J^asistance Program 0.000 

Tot^ C^e-TIme Costa 7.311 

EsBmate Laid Revenues 0.000 

Budget Request 7.311 

One-Time Costo 
Funded Outside of die Account: 

MHitary Conshucfion 0.000 

Family Housing 0.000 

Enviitmmentai 0.000 

Operation & Maintenance 0.000 

Ottter 0.000 

Homeownws Assist»K» Prr^anrr 0.000 

Tot8iC^-llmeC<»tOutskie of the Account 0.000 

Grand Total One-Ume Imi^mentstiwi Costs 7.311 

ReourHng Costs: (mwno non-add) 

OperaOon & Maintenance 0.000 

Military Personnei 0.000 

Odier 0.000 

Total Recurring Costs (memo non-add) 0.000 

One-Time Savirtgs 

MHttary Construction: 0.000 

Fami^r Housing • Construction: 0.000 

Military PCS Cost Avoidance: 0.000 

Other: 0.000 

Total <^e-Tims Savings 0.000 

CMIIan Salary: 0.000 

Military Personnel Entitlements: 

Officer Salary 0.000 

Enlisted Salary 0.000 

Houting Allowance 0.000 

Ovedtead: 

Fanny Hrxi^ng Operations 0.000 

Su^inment 0.000 

RecapitaHzaBon 0.000 

BOS 0.000 

Odier. 

Procurement 0.000 

Mission Activity 0.000 

Miscellaneous 0.000 

Total Recunlng Savings 0.000 

Grand Total Savings 0.000 

Net Civilian Manpower Position Changes (-•'/-) 0 

Net MiHtary Manpower Position Chaises (+/•) 0 

Net Implementation Coshi 

Less Estimated Land Revemns: 7.31 1 


2007 

2(K>8 

2009 

a>io 

2011 

2(»6-2011 

10.605 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

10.695 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0-000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.0)0 

0.000 

4.048 

7.648 

1.447 

1.930 

6,840 

29.224 

0.490 

1.734 

2.071 

2.075 

o.res 

7.155 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.003 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

O.fflX) 

0.0)0 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0,000 

0.000 

15.233 

9.382 

3.518 

4.005 

7.625 

47.074 

O.OCKI 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

O.OQO 

0.000 

15.233 

9.382 

3.518 

4.00S 

7.62S 

47.074 


0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

O.OOQ 

0.000 

0.(K)0 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.0«3 

0.000 

0.000 

o.ocn 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

O.OQO 

0.000 

0.000 

0.006 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.060 

0.000 

0.000 

0.006 

0.000 

15.233 

9.382 

3.518 

4.005 

7.625 

47.074 

0.000 

0.000 

0 000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.^0 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.< K )0 

0.814 

0.214 

0.221 

7.729 

0.710 

9.688 

0.814 

0.214 

0.221 

7.729 

0.710 

9.688 

0.929 

0.949 

0.970 

0.992 

1A14 

4.854 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0,000 

0.000 

0,000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

5.026 

5.340 

5.418 

15.784 

8.638 

8.828 

9.013 

9.202 

9.398 

45.077 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.600 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.( K )0 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0,000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.006 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

9.567 

9.777 

15.009 

15.534 

15.828 

65.715 

10.381 

9.991 

15.230 

23.263 

16.538 

75.403 

(10) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

(10) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4.852 

(0.609) 

(11.712) 

(19.258) 

(8.313) 

(28.329) 
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FY 2013 Budget Estimates 
Base Realignment and Closure Account > 2005 
Recommendation: Concord (NWS) 
Narrative Summary 


Closure Naval Weapons Station Seal Beach Detachment, Concord, CA - DON-0172 


DISPOSAL ACTION 

The final disposal is planned for 2025. 6419 acres were transferred to tfte Araiy on October 1, 2008, which included the Tidal area and 
115 acres of the inland area. The Navy also transferred 59 acres of Inland Area real property and housing facilities to the United 
States Coast Guaid in June 2(X)7 and an additional drainage channel of 0.5 acres. The remaining 5,028 acres of the Inland Area was 
declared surplus in March 2(K)7 and operationally closed on September 30, 2008. 


CLOSURE/REALIGNMENT ACTION 

The 2005 Commission recommended toe closure of the Inland area of Naval Weapons Station Seal Beswh Detachment, Concord, CA, 
except retain such property and faciliti^ as are necessary to sujqwrt operations in the Tidal area of Naval Weapons Station Sea! Beach 
Detachment Concorf and transfer to the Army. 


ONE-TIME IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 

Military Construction 

No Military Construction Requirements. 

Family Housing Construction 
NoneinFYioIS 

Family Housing Operations 
None in FY 2613 

Environmentol - Total One Time Implementation costs are $29,224,000. FY 20 1 3 Estimate is $2,129,000 
Compliance Narrative: 

Environmental compliance costs are budgeted for required mitigation actions, storage tank actions, cleanup of industrial areas, and 
removal of hazatdous material/wastc, etc. 

Restoration Narrative: 

Funds are budgeted for environmental restoration at Concord. 

Naval Weapons Station Seal Beach Detachment Concord shipped, received, inspected and classified munitions. It served as a 
munitions storage and weapons maintenwee, inspection, and testing facility. Past operations, such as disposal of paints and solvents, 
spent i^dnance, treated wo^ household and industrial waste, open burning of munitions, and spills or leaks firom fuel storage tanks, 
contributed to contamination. The installation was placed on the Environmental Protection Agency’s National Priorities List in 1994. 

The environmental restoration requirements include cleaning up past contamination at the Inland portion of the installation. 

Environmental restoration requirements for the Inland portion include the following efforts: site assessment (Phase 1), remedial 
investigation/feasibility study (Phase 2), remedial design (Phase 3), corrective measures implementation (Phase 4), interim remedial 
action (Phase 5), long term operation of groundwater treatment equipment (Phase 6), and long term maintenance (Phase 7). These 
efforts occur at toe following sites: Site 13, Site 22, Site 29, SWMU 2, SWMU 5, SWMU 7, and SWMU 18. Military Munitions 
Response Program requirements include Phases 1 - 4 work at the following sites: UXO 2 - UXO 6, and UXO 9. 

Operation and Maintenance -TcKal One Time Implementation costs are $7,155,000. 

None in FY 2013 

Military ^rsonnel 


ExhM 8CMI3 
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Oflier 

None in FY 2013 

Homeownera Assistance Iht>gram 
N6ni‘inTT20i'3 
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FY 2013 Budget Estimates 
Base Realignment and Closure Account > 2005 
Cost and Savings by Fiscal Year 
Recommendation: MOBCOM (MCSA) 
{Dollars In Millions) 


Ciosureffleatigninsnt Location: Close Marine Corps St^iporl ActMly Kansas Oty, MO, OOi-01S7R 


Component; Department of the Navy 2006 

^e'TIme implementatiM Costs 

Military Construction 0.000 

Family Housmg - Construction 0.000 

• Operations 0.000 

Environmental 0.000 

Operation & Maintenance 0.000 

MHiU^ Personn^ 0.000 

om«- 0.000 

Homeowners Assistance Program 0.000 

Totid One-Time Costs 0.000 

Estimate Land Rewnues 0.000 

Budget Request 0.000 

One-Time Costs 
Funded Outside of the Account: 

Military ConsmicOon 0.000 

Family Houartg 0.000 

Environmental 0.000 

C:^)eration & Maintenance 0.000 

Other 0.000 

Homeowners As^taice Program 0.000 

Total One-Time Cost Outelde of the Account 0.000 

Grand Total Orta-Time Implementation Costs 0.000 

Recurring Costs: (memo non-add) 

C^teration & Mamtenance 0.000 

Military Personnel 0.000 

Other 0.000 

Total Recurring Costs {memo non-add) 0.000 

One-Time Savings 

Military ConsUuction: 0.000 

Famiiy Housing • Construction: 0.000 

Military PCS Cost Avoidance: 0.000 

Other 0.000 

Total One-Time Savings 0.000 

Ctvlltan Salary: 0.000 

Military Personnei Entitlements: 

Officer Salary O.OOO 

Enlisted Salary 0.000 

Housing Allowance 0.000 

Overhead: 

Family HcKisNig Operations 0.000 

Sustahment 0.000 

Recapitalization 0.000 

BOS 0.000 

Other: 

Procurement 0.000 

Mission Activity 0.000 

Miscellaneous 0.000 

Total Recurring Sa^ngs 0.000 

Grand Total Savings 0.000 

Net CMlian Manpwer Po^iton Chwiges (+/-) 0 

Net Military Mar^xwer P^tkm Charges {+/-) 0 

Net ImpiMnentadon Coshi 

Labs Estimated Land Revenues: 0.000 


2007 

2008 

2009 

2010 

2011 

2008-2011 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

O.OOO 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.040 

0.032 

0,098 

0.136 

0.115 

0.421 

0.000 

0.060 

0.194 

9.493 

0,000 

9.747 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.424 

0.000 

0.424 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.040 

0.092 

0.292 

10.053 

0.115 

10.592 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.040 

0.092 

0.292 

10.053 

0.115 

10.592 


0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0,000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

O.OOO 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

O.OOO 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.040 

0.092 

0.292 

10.053 

0.115 

10.592 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.877 

0.877 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.006 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.006 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.877 

0.877 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.060 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

1.017 

1.044 

2.061 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

1.017 

1.044 

2.061 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

1.270 

1.299 

2.569 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

o.om 

0.000 

0.974 

1.047 

2.021 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.600 

0-000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.622 

0.891 

1.713 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0,000 

0.000 

0.000 

0-000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0,000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

3.066 

3.237 

6.303 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

4.083 

4.281 

8.364 

0 

0 

0 

(24) 

0 

(24) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0.040 

0.092 

0.292 

5.976 

(4.166) 

2.228 
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FY 2013 Budget Estimates 
Base Iteidignment and Closure Account • ^05 
Recommendation: MOBCOM (MCSA) 
Narrative Summary 


Close Marine Corps Support Activity Kansas City» MO « DON>01S7R 


DISPOSAL ACTION 

The final disposal was Ocn^^er 2011. Environmental monitoring continues through FY203 1 . 

MCSA Kansas CiQ' was located (m 183aaes(ap|»oxjmaie!y 149 acres of DoD-owned land and 34.2 acres of land leased from the 
City of Kansu City). Oot hundred and t«N«nty one acres were retained as an enclave for die 9th Marine Cons District and the 14th 
Marine Regimort, 86 acres of which is part of a Pid>Hc Private Venture for family housing. 

The remaining 62 acres (34.2 acres of land teased from the City of Kansas City and 27 acres of DoD>owned land) are to be disposed 
of in acc<KKian»s widi procedures outlined in the Base Redevelopment & Realignment Manual (BRRM). The 34.2 acres of land leased 
vm trtmsferred to the Army 27 2010. 


CLOSURE/REALIGNMENT ACTION 

The 2005 Commission recommotded die closure of Marine Corps Si^ipoit Activity^ Kansas City. MO. and the relocad<m of Marine 
Dnps Reserve &jpport Command element of Mobilization Conunand to Naval Air Statitm Joint Re^rre Base New Orletuis. LA, and 
ccmsoltd^tm widi Heatkiuartas Marine Forces Reserve. An encla^« fix- the 9di Marine Corps District and the 24th Marine Regiment 
will be rebUTOd. 


ONE-ltME IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 

Military Omstniction 
Ho MiuttfyT^bnstniction Requirements. 

Family Housing Con^ction 
MonemFTiilS 


Family Hmistng OpMadons 
None in FY 2013 

Enviioiunffltal - Total One Time Implementation costs are $421,000. FY 2013 Estimate is $39,000 
Funds are bu^eted for continued environmental restcuadon projects at MBCOM(MCSA). 

Condon and Mamtenance • Total One Time Implementation costs are $9,747,000. 

NSnelnFY20l3 

Milita ry Pq sonnel - Total One Time Implemoitadon costs are $424,000. 

None in ^2013 

Other 

Hone in FY 2013 


ExHbitB(M>3 

19 


Hrnneowners Assistance j^sram 
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FY 2013 Buciget Estimates 
Base Realignment and Closure Account > 2tH)5 
Cost and Savings Fiscal Year 
Recommendadon: Nev^rt(NS} 
(Dollars in Millions) 

CitMHiFs/RsidHinnwiS Leci^n: f^«^Na>^StaU<mNawpoit, Rl, OOhH)168R 


CofBP<»Mwt;Pep«ffamntofth»Havy 
inH)i«nHtntjiti<Mi Costs 

MWU^ Construction 0.000 

Fandy HcKjsing - ConstrudkMi Q.OOO 

-C^Mnatlons 0.(X)0 

En>^orHnentai 0.0(K) 

C^te^km & Maintenance 0.098 

MQitaryPffisonntf 0.000 

Other 0.000 

H«neown«3 A»i8^Ke Ro^am 0.000 

Tctial Ona>'nme Costs 0.090 

E^imaUi Revenues 0.000 

audsM itequMt 0.098 

(tots<Tlms Coste 
Funded Outside of tite Account: 

MSHary Cons^u^ion 0.000 

FatnOy Hou^ng 0.000 

Btvin^wnentai 0.000 

Operation & Makttemmce 0.000 

Otiw 0.000 

Hwneown^ Assi^ance Progran 0.000 

Total One>71meC<MtOiaitids of the Account 0.000 

&andTotiiiC^M*'T^nebnpismant8tion Costs 0.098 

Rscunring Co^: (memo non*«dd} 

Operattem & MWntenance 0.000 

MWtwy Persorutei 0.000 

Other 0.000 

ToM Recurring Costs {mano non«add) 0.000 

Saltings 

MMtary Cwistiuction: 0.000 

Famtiy Housing • CimsSucHon: 0.000 

MBttsry PCS Cost AvoMsnea: 0.000 

OtiisR 0.000 

Total Ons^Tims Savings 0.000 

ChrHisn Salary: 0.000 

MliKary Personnsl Entltiamanta; 

Officer Salary 0.000 

Enlisted Salary 0.000 

Housing Aliowaice 0.000 

Ornrhead: 

Fandty Housir^ C^>mtk)n8 0.000 

Susttfrvnent 0.000 

RecapSalizaticKi 0.000 

BOS 0.000 

Other: 

Proo«ament 0.000 

Mis^Ae»«y 0.000 

Miscellaneois 0.000 

Total Recuning Savings 0.000 

Qiand Total Sa^^k^s 0.000 

N^CMIiimManpovwrPos^ Changes (4/-) 0 

NM MBfiary Marqtower Changes (4/<) 0 

Net Imitiementetton Costt 

Less Estim^ed Land Rsvanues: 0.098 


2007 

2008 

2009 

2010 

2011 

20(»<2011 

28.042 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

OUMW 

28.042 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.(»0 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.052 

0.000 

0.000 

0.052 

0.165 

4.894 

1.618 

3.780 

0.007 

10.662 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.191 

Q.OOO 

0.191 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

28.207 

4.9 fM 

1.870 

3.971 

0.007 

38.947 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

Q.m 

28.207 

4.994 

1.870 

3.971 

0.007 

38.947 


0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

6.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.008 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.{ X )0 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

Q .00 O 

0.000 

OMO 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.006 

28.207 

4.994 

1.670 

3.971 

0.007 

38.947 

0.000 

0.000 

0.526 

2.465 

2.4^ 

S .480 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

8.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.526 

2.465 

2 A 89 

&480 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

OMO 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

O.OM 

0.000 

0.008 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

8.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

O.OOQ 

0.000 

0.000 

0.012 

0.234 

0.239 

0.485 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.320 

0.651 

0.971 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

04 M 0 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

04 KKI 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.012 

0.248 

0.334 

0. S 9 S 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

8.900 

0.024 

0.803 

1.224 

2.051 

0.000 

0.000 

0.024 

0.083 

1.224 

2.051 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

28.207 

4.994 

1.046 

3.1^ 

(1.217) 

38.896 
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FY 2013 Budget Estimates 
Base Realignment and Closure Account - 2^05 
Recommendation; Newp(^(NS) 
Narrative Summary 


Realign Naval Station Nen^rt, RI - DON-tll68R 


DISPOSAL ACTION 

Final Di^>o^l is plaimed for September 2015. AH properties held in fee will be disposed of in ^xordance with the procedure 
(mtlined in the Re<fevei(^mmt and I^ise Manual (BRRM), and all leased and pemnitted properties will be disp(»ed of in 
aco»dance with the terms and conditicHis of die respective leases and permits. 


CLOSUREmEALlGNMENT ACTION 

Hie 2005 Commission recommoi^ the realignment of Nava! Station Newpwt. Rhode Island to include relocating the Navy Wari^ 
Deveic^nnent Command to Naval St^on Norfolk, VA. 220 acres of land were identified for di^sai as a result of die realignment 
action including Fuel Farms 1 and 2, the Naval Ho^ital and the Navy Lodge site. The i^opeity was (kK;lared surplus in Feb 2010. 
RemediatitHi to commeiclal/industna! stwdards vdll occur on the sutplus pn^ierty. 


ONE-TIME IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 

Mllit^ CoBS&uction 

No Mifitaiy Construction Requirements. 

Family Housins Ctm^c^ion 

NiietnFYioff 


Family Housina Onerations 
None in FY 2013 

Envirmimentti - Tom! One Time Implementation costs are $52,000. FY ^13 Estimate is $1,742,000 

Funtti are budget for mvironmental studies to satisfy requirements 

of the Base Reuse and Redevelo|Mnent Manual. This inclu^ Community 

Envinmmental Response Facititation Act (CERFA) Clean Document and 

preparation of the Finding of Suitabili^ for Transfer (POST). 

Operati<Mi and Maintenance • Total One Time Imolementation costs are $10.6^000. 
NonrmFY2dl3 


Military Pmonnel - Total One Time Imolementation costs are $191,000. 
None In FY 2013 

OAer 

None in FY 2013 


E)d«>itB&03 


23 


Homeownere Assistance Proeiam 

NSiTlnFY26l3 ^ 
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FY 2013 Budget Estimates 
Base Realigmnent and Ctc^ute Ac<M>unt - SH)05 
Cost and Savings by Fiscal Year 

Reconmiendation: WHIow Grove (NAS JRB)/CamiNla Regional Aliport 
(D<Mlars In Miiliofis) 

Ciosm/RMtttfaemmt Location: Close JRB Viffiiow Grove, PA and Cambria PegioRiri Abport. Jcrimstown, PA, OCH4-0064R 


Compener^ Department of the Haw 

Ona-TIme hnplemantatton Costa 

2006 

»07 

2008 

2009 

2010 

2011 

2006-2011 

Miitary Conebructlon 

0.000 

7.SM 

85.974 

114.005 

0.610 

0.000 

208.089 

FanAy Housk^ - Con^ucSon 

O.CXX) 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

-Operations 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0400 


0.780 

1.072 

1.874 

0.414 

4.687 

1.187 

10414 

CHiw^or & Me^^nance 

0.404 

0.732 

3.724 

1.235 

15.312 

12201 

31608 

Hilary PersonntM 

0.000 

0.000 

0.00Q 

0.000 

1.480 

0.000 

1.480 

CMher 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

Hffineownera A88i^»)ce Rogrem 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

T(^ One-Time Coats 

1.184 

9.304 

91.572 

111654 

22.069 

13488 

253.191 

E^maei Land Rewnues 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

Budget Recpieat 

One-Tbne Costa 

Funded OuMde of ttie Account: 

1.184 

9.304 

91.572 

111654 

H.089 

13.388 

253.191 

Mitary ConstructiDn 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

e .( KM ) 

Famly Housing 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.0( K ) 

Environmental 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

Opwatim & M^nten«)ce 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

Other 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

Homeowners Assistence Prognun 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

One-lime Cost (Hiteide of the Account 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0400 

0.000 

Grand Total (^te-Tlma In^ilamentation Costa 

Racunirq CMte: (mtmo non-add) 

1.184 

9.304 

91.572 

111654 

22.069 

13.386 

253.191 

Operation & Maintenance 

0.000 

0.000 

0.085 

0.110 

7.475 

9.182 

16.852 

MMtery P^sormel 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

Other 

OSiOO 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

Total ftecurrhm Coats (manw nort-add) 

One-Time Savings 

0.000 

0.000 

0.085 

0.110 

7.475 

9.182 

11811 

MHitMy Ctmatniction: 

O.MO 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

FmnHy Housing • Conatnictlon: 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.753 

2439 

1092 

Military PCS Coat Avoidance: 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

04)90 

0.963 

1.323 

Odi ^ 

0.000 

0.941 

0.691 

0.691 

0258 

0258 

2.739 

Total Ona-nriM Savings 

0.000 

0.941 

0.691 

0.691 

1471 

3.560 

T.1S4 

CMiian Salary: 

Mtlftary Personnel Entitlemsnts: 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

1J151 

2.746 

5.829 

9.826 

Officer Salary 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.315 

1.016 

1433 

Erdi^ed Sal^ 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

3.413 

15.159 

11572 

Housing Aiiowartce 

Overhead: 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.797 

2.532 

1329 

Famly Housing Operations 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

Sustainment 

0.000 

0.000 

0.452 

0.466 

3.424 

5.828 

10.172 

Reca^kKaRzation 

0.000 

0.000 

4.169 

4.256 

4.346 

4.437 

17208 

BOS 

OttHH^ 

0.000 

0.000 

0.340 

0.347 

2.438 

4.027 

7.152 

Procurwnent 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

Mission Activity 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

O.OOQ 

0.000 

Misc^sneous 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

1000 

TotM Raeunrteg Savings 

0.000 

O.OOQ 

4.961 

6.322 

17479 

38.830 

67.592 

<^nd T^ Savtegs 

0.000 

0.841 

5.652 

74113 

11650 

42.390 

74.746 

Net CMHan Manpower Position Charges (H-) 

0 

0 

(11) 

(«) 

(76) 

(82) 

(196) 

Net Mfittary ManfKMver Rt^tion Chwges (■*'/•) 

Net impiefttentation Costs 

0 

0 

0 

0 

(95) 

(234) 

(329) 

Lass EsHmsted Land Rsvmwss: 

1.184 

0.463 

81920 

101641 

3239 

(29.002) 

178.4^ 


25 



630 


< 




631 


FY 2013 Budget Estimates 
Base ftoaiignmant and Closure Account • 2<M>5 
ReccMnmendayon: Willow Grotm (NAS JRByCami»da Regional Airport 
NairatiN^ Summary 


Close NAS JRB Willow Grove, PA aod Cambria Regional Airport, Johnstown, PA - DON-0084R 


DISPOSAL ACTION 

The final disposal is planned fix' SEP 2019. All properti» held in fee will be disposed of in aminhmce with the ptocettores ootliiied. in 
die Base Re^elopment and Reuse Manual (BRR!^ and all leased and permitted properties will be di^sed of in acccnr^ce with 
die tmns and conditions of the respective leases and permits. 


CLOSURE«EALIGNMENT ACTION 

The 200S Commi^ion recommoided die closure of Naval Air Station Joint Res«ve Base Willow Grove, PA, and die relocation of. all 
Navy aiul Marine Coq» squadrons, their aircraft and necessary personnel, equipment and ^ppoit to McGuire Air F<»os Base, 
Cooksrown, NJ. The base dsesteblishment cerenumy occurred on 30 March 2011. Remediation to comnfmcid/indu^al standards 
will occur on the ck»ed prpper^. 


ONE-TIME IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 

Miiit^ Coigtrartion 

No Mmtiny C(mstructioo Requironents. 

Family Housing Cmistruction 

Notc lia FV 

Familv Housing Operations 
None iri'FV 2013 

Environmental • T(^ One Time Implementation costs are $10,014,000. FY 2013 Estimate is $189,000 
Compliant: 

Fluids are budgeted for required mitigatkm actions to support the realignment and any associated layaway of storage tank actions, 
cleanup of industrial areas, removal of HazMat/Haz Waste, etc. 

Re^ratim: 

Restoration costs are includtMl in die following efforts: site assessment (phase 1), remerfial investigation/feasibiUty study (phase 2X 
remedial design (phase 3X remedial action (phase 4), interim remedial action (phase S), long term <^>eration of groundwater treatment 
equipment (phase 6), and long tenn maintenance (phase 7). 

Operation and Maintenance • Total One Time Implementation costs are $33,608,000. 

None in Ff 2013 

Miliary Pmonnel - Tc4al One Time Implementation cosa are $1,480,000. 

Nonein^2013 

Othw 

None in FY 2013 


ExhibBBC^ 

(Pagelotl) 
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Homeownm A^istan^; Promw 
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FY 2013 Budget Estimates 
Base Realignment and Ciosure Account - 2005 
Cost and Savings Rscaf Year 
Recommendation; PD&M 
(Doilare In Milikms) 


CkKumflniMtlgraiwnt LaoiMm): narating. Oe^. and Manat^ment. 


C<Hia>onaiS: Dwartmaitf oftha Navy 

Ona'TIme bnidamantaaoR Costa 

2006 

M07 

2008 

2008 

2010 

2011 

»)06-;riii 

MlUUuy Construction 

10.488 

38.817 

7.375 

0.000 

o.m 

0.000 

57.680 

Fan«y Housbig • Cons^ucfion 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 


0.000 

0.000 

D.OOQ 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

QMO 

EnviRVKnm^ 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

C^^era^ & Maintenance 

13.930 

27.867 

15.121 

22.274 

22.309 

79.107 

180.608 

Mi^ny PcKsormal 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

O.CMKI 

O.QOO 

0.000 

0.000 

Other 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

O.OOQ 

0.(X}0 

0.000 

0.000 

Tobri Ono-TIme Costs 

24.418 

67.684 

22.406 

22.274 

22.309 

78.107 

238.288 

&&nate land Revenues 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

Budget Ra<|UHMt 

Chie«Ttoie Costs 

Funded OutsMs of ttw Account: 

24.418 

67.684 

22.486 

22.274 

22409 

79.107 

238488 

Matesy Construction 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

Fantity Housing 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

Environmentsi 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

, 0.000 

0.000 

Operation & MaN’^tance 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

tXho* 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

Homeowners Ass^startce F^ogram 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

&.m 

TotM Ona-Tlma Cort Outeide of Uw AccMmt 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.600 

Gnmd Total One-Time tmplementstfon Costs 
ReoNTina Costs: (mmio non*edd) 

24.416 

67.684 

22486 

22.274 

22.309 

79.107 

2^488 

Operation & Maintenance 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

krataryPeraonrirt 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

C»)er 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.006 

Total Racurrfng Cmrts {memo non-sdd) 

One-Time Sa^dngs 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.MIO 

0.000 

0.000 

Mlitnry CMtsbuctlon: 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

Family Heuetitg - Construction; 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

MHItaiy PCS Cost Avoldsncs: 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.800 

0.060 


0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

Total One-Thrm Savings 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.0W 

CivHlsn Salary: 

Military Peraonnal Entillemants: 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

Officer Salary 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

aooo 

0.000 

Enlisted Salary 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.006 

Housmg AJIawance 

OvertMMd: 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

6.000 

Famly Houshg Operations 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.0(K) 

Sustainment 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

6.000 

Raci^l^talization 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

BOS 

OttMv: 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.0M 

Prooffwnent 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

Mission ActiN^ 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.(»0 

Miscellaneous 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

TotM Recurring Savinga 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.060 

0.000 

Grand Total SavMga 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

9.m 

Q.0M 

Net ChiHImn Manpower F^>s^ Changes {*!-) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Net MMary MaryxNvsr ^slticm Changes (*/-) 

Net (mplementiRicm Costs 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

LsM Estimated Land Revrniues: 

24.418 

67.684 

22.486 

22.274 

22.309 

79.107 

238.288 


(Page 1 of 1) 
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FY 2013 Budget Estimates 
Base Realignment and CtcMsure Account • 2005 
Recommendati<Hi: PD&M 
Nanative Summary 


Piaiuiiog, Design, and Management 

DISPOSAL ACTION 

No DON !t»l ]m>perty dis|K>sa] actions. 


CLOSURE/REALIGNMENT ACTION 
None in FY 2013 


ONE-TIME IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 

Military O>i«truction 

Ho Military (Co^mi^ion Itequirements. 

Family Housing Coi^tmction 
Hone In FY 5013 

Fanuiy Houslim: Onerattons 

HimelnFYMS 

^ivironmenta! 

None in FY 5013 

^ycration and Mamtenance - Total One Time Implementation costs are $180,608,000. FY 2013 Estimate is $5,038,000 

and Maintenance costs comprise Utose costs required to support Ore BRAC Program Management Office (PMO), 
C^maider Navy bistallations Command (CNIQ, Headquarters Marine Coq;>s (HQMC), Echelon IIs, and NAVFAC HQ ^ 
providing fm* overhead administrative costs for analysis, administration, coordinatttm, planning, budgeting and financial review, 
policy estabiishmoit, and guidance interpretatirm foat is non-site spectEc. These dollara support the overall management and 
execrnitm of the Base Realignment and Closure Program. 

Military Personnel 

Nsrarrorr 

Other 

None in FY 2013 

Homeowners Assistance ProSTam 
NonelnFYSOtS 


E)dSbll«>4}3 

(Pagnlofi) 
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FY 2013 Budget Estimates 
Base Iteaiignment and Closure A^munt • 2005 
Cost and Savings by Fiscal Year 
Recommendation: VARLOCS 
(Dollars in Millions) 


dosw^ftoalignment LoetMon: Various Locations, 


ComDormrt: OeiMftoHHit of Sw Navy 

Ona-Hma bni^Mnantatton Coats 

2006 

2007 

2008 

2009 

2010 

2011 

2006-2011 

MHItaiy Construction 

0.000 

0.000 

QMO 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.te0 

FaiT% Hot^ig - Constructtoi 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.600 

-Opwadons 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

Envirwtm^^l 

2.077 

1.038 

1.538 

3.056 

2.156 

4.174 

14.039 

Operation & Ma^tenance 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

MB^sy Persorar^ 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

Other 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

HtNTiemvneia Assistemce Program 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

Total Ons>T1me Costo 

2.077 

1.038 

1.538 

3.058 

2.156 

4.174 

14.039 

Estirmte Revenues 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

Q.OOO 

0.000 

Budg^ Requaet 

One*11in« Costa 

Fumisci thitsids of tho Accmint: 

2.077 

1.038 

1.538 

3.056 

2.158 

4.174 

14.039 

Mffiwy Obstruction 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

Fwii^Hou^r^ 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

o.c»o 

0.000 

0.600 


0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

^MHtrion & Ma^^iance 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

o.fm 

Other 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

Hbieownwa Assistbce l^ogram 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

ToUd One>Tline Cost Ouferids of the Account 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

OMO 

e.(H» 

0.000 

Gnuid TeM CNts-Hms lnsMwnsntstlon Costs 

Rsornlng Coats: (rwrio non*add) 

2,077 

1.038 

1.538 

3.056 

2.156 

4.174 

14.039 

<^)en^on & MairtonwKe 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

04100 

MHtsfy Persoimet 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

Odwr 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.(K}0 

0.060 

ToM RectHiing Cmts {insmo non-add) 

One-Ttma Sa^gs 

0.000 

O.MO 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

9.000 

0.0<» 

mitaiy ConMruction; 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

Fsmi^ Housing • Constiuctlon: 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

WHtSfy PCS Cost Avoidancs: 

Q.OOO 

0.000 

0.0M 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

Othsr: 

0.000 

0.337 

0.186 

0.217 

0.875 

0.152 

1.787 

Totid One>Tlms Savings 

0.000 

0.337 

0.188 

0.217 

0J7S 

0.152 

1.767 

CMHan Salary: 

MHitery Peraomal Entitlemsnts: 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

Of5oer Salary 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

Enlisted Salary 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

HoiMirtg AKowance 

Overhead: 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

Faney Hoi»kig Operatibs 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

Suatainmbt 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

Recapitaiizatib 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

BOS 

OUwr: 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

Rbieembt 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

MissibAed\% 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

. 0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

MlsceBaneous 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

O.OQO 

0.0(K) 

0.000 

ToM Recurring Savings 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.000 

0.0(Ki 

0.000 

Grand Total Savtarga 

0.000 

0.337 

0.188 

0.217 

0.875 

0.1« 

1.76? 

Net Mar^ower F^itib Chartges {*(-) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Net Mlitary Manpower Po^b Char^jes 
ftot hnpiementatlon Costs 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Less Estimated Land ftovenues: 

2.077 

0.701 

1.3» 

2.839 

1.281 

4.022 

12Jt72 
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FY 2013 Budget Estimates 
Base Realignment and Cl(»ure Account - 2(M}5 
Recommendati<m: VARLOCS 
Narrative Summary 


Various Locations 

DISPOSAL ACTION 

No DON real dis^posal actions. 


CLOSURE/REALIGNME W ACTION 
None in FY 2013 


ONE-TIME IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 


Coi^ruction 

No Military Constniction Requirements. 

Family Housing C(mstnK:ti(m 
None tnFY 2013 


Family Housing Opoations 
None in FY 2013 


Environmental - Total One Time Implementatim costs are $14,039,000. FY 2013 Estimate is $4,176,000 
R^tbrattim'Narrative: 

PMO VARL0C3 Sai»y & Support costs funds PMO-wide salary, training, travel, awards and other general siq>poft c(»ts. 
VARIOCS futute NAVFAC HQ supped, salaries fca' financial management personnel in die BRAC PMO Supp^ Office, 
Defense/State Memmandum of Agreement (DSMOA) and Environmental Protection ^ency (EPA) siqiport costs to su|:^x»t 
environir^tal cleanup mandated by State and EPA regul^cus. 

<>>eraHon and Maintenance 

NonTinTYTOn 


Military Personnel 
None in ^ 2013 


Other 

None in FY 2013 

Homeowners Assistance Program 
None in fV 2613 


(P&9s1of1| 
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Department of the Air Force 


DoD Base Realignment and Closure 
1995 and 2005 Commissions 


Fiscal Year (FY) 2013 
Budget Estimates 


Justification Data Submitted to Congress: February 2012 
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Fiscal Year (FY) 2013 Budget Estimates 

I 1995 and 2005 Commission Post-Implementation Funding Obligation Plans 1 

li 1995, 1993, 1991 and 1988 Commissions Base Realignment and Closure Data 3 

III 1995, 1993, 1991 and 1988 Commissions Financial Summaries 

1. BRAC 95 Commission BC-02 Implementation Period Financial Summai^j’ 5 

2. BRAC 93 Commission BC-02 Implementation Period Financial Summary 6 

3. BRAC 91 Commission BC-02 Implementation Period Financial Summary 7 

4. BRAC 88 Commission BC-02 Implementation Period Financial Summary 8 

5. BRAC 95 Commission BC-04 Post-Implementation Financial Summai> 9 

IV 1995, 1993 and 1991 Commissions Base Realignment and Closure Detail - By Package 

1. McClellan Air Force Base, California 13 

2. Program Management BRAC 95 ...19 

3. Program Management BRAC 93 22 

4. Program Management BRAC 91 25 

V 2005 Commission Base Realignment and Closure Data 29 

VI 2005 Commission Financial Summaries 

1. 2005 Commission BC-02 Implementation Period Financial Summary ....31 

2. 2005 Commission BC-04 Post-Implementation Financial Summarj 32 

VII 2005 Commission Base Realignment and Closure Detail - By Package 33 

1. Commission # 170, Brooks City Base, TX 37 

2. Commission # 195, Galena Fonvard Operating Location (FOL), AK 43 

3. Program Management BRAC 05 49 



641 


Base Realignment and Closure - 1995 and 2005 Commissions 
Post-Implementation Funding Obligation Plans 


1995 Commission Total FY 2013 Funding Obligation Plan (SOOO): S 122,552 

1995 Commission General Description of FY 2013 Post-Implementation Plan: The account includes funding to 
continue property disposal actions driven by the BRAC 1995 Commission recommendations. Actions include: 
environmental compliance and restoration to fulfill National Environmental Policy Act requirements at closiirc 
installations; property and program niiuitigement at varioiK lex^els. 


2005 Commission Total FY 2013 Funding Obligation Plan (SOOO): S 2,268 

2005 Commission General Description of FY 2013 Post-Implementation Plan: The account includes funding to 
continue propert>^ disposal actions driven by tlie BRAC 2005 Commission recommendations. Actions include; 
enviromnental compliance and restoration to fulfill National Enviromnenlal Policy Act requirements at closure 
installations; properly and program management at various lev^els. 


February 2012 


1 
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FY 2013 BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE DATA 


1995, 1993, 1991 and 1988 Commissions 


February 2012 


3 
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Base Realignment and Closure Account - 1995 Commision 
USAF BC-02 implementation Period Financial Summary 
(Doliais in Millions) 


Total 


Comoonent: U.S. Air Force 

ONE-TIME IMPLEMENTATION COSTS: 

FY 1996 

FY 1997 

FY 1998 

FY 1999 

FY 2000 

FY2001 

FY 96-01 

Military Construction 

18.244 

77.000 

61.020 

38.787 

4.721 

12,100 

211.873 

Family Housing - Construction 

0 

0.080 

0.790 

0 

0 

0 

0.870 

- Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Environmental 

63.808 

60.968 

110.571 

56.966 

126.748 

149,418 

568.479 

Operation and Maintenance 

29.713 

94.265 

244.028 

300.575 

185.886 

112,690 

967.156 

Military Personnel - PCS 

1.341 

0.K5 

0 

1.963 

1.273 

1.734 

6.865 

Other 

1.007 

0.826 

7.928 

2.628 

0 

0 

12.389 

City of Chicago 

0 

94.367 

0 

0 

0 

0 

94.367 

Paid with later Appropriations (Non-Add) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME COSTS 

114.113 

328.060 

424.337 

400.919 

318.628 

275.942 

1,861.999 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0.817 

7.093 

7.910 

City of Chicago Funds 

0 

(94.367) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

(94.367) 

Revenues from Land Sales (-) (Proceeds) 

0 

0 

(30.480) 

(19.017) 

(6.836) 

(2.693) 

(59.026) 

BRAG 88/91/93 Requirements (Non-Add) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

(94.626) 

(82,407) 

(177.033) 

Financing Adjustment 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

BUDGET AUTHORITY REQUEST 

114.113 

233.693 

393.857 

381.902 

312.609 

280.342 

1,716.516 

FUNDED OUTSIDE OF THE ACCOUNT 

Military Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Family Housing Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Environmental 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operation and Maintenance 

21 .362 

0 

21.093 

12.700 

18.000 

0 

73.155 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL FUNDED OUTSIDE THE ACCOUNT 

21.362 

0 

21.093 

12.700 

18.000 

0 

73.155 

SAVINGS 

Military Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Family Housing - Construction 

0 

0.770 

1.676 

1.676 

1.541 

1,541 

7.204 

- Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operation and Maintenance 

9.890 

33.374 

46.966 

80.979 

197,035 

371.969 

740.213 

Military Personnel - PCS 

0 

14.400 

14.700 

18.900 

24.800 

27,100 

99.900 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Civilian ES 

0 

(0.739) 

(0.755) 

(0.755) 

(0.755) 

(2.059) 

(6.063) 

Military ES 

0 

(0.345) 

(0.345) 

(0.345) 

(0.345) 

(1 .222) 

(2.802) 

TOTAL SAVINGS 

9.890 

48.544 

63.342 

101.555 

223.376 

400.610 

847.317 

NET IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 

Military Construction 

18.244 

77.000 

61.020 

38.787 

4,721 

12.100 

211.873 

Family Housing - Construction 

0 

(0.690) 

(0.886) 

(1 .676) 

(1,541) 

(1.541) 

(6.334) 

- Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Environmental 

63.808 

60.968 

110.571 

56.966 

126.748 

149.418 

568.479 

Operation and Maintenance 

41-185 

60.891 

218.155 

232.296 

6.851 

(259.279) 

300.098 

Military Personnel - PCS 

1.341 

(13.846) 

(14.700) 

(16.937) 

(23,527) 

(25,366) 

(93.035) 

Other 

1.007 

0.826 

7.928 

2.628 

0 

0 

12.389 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0.817 

7,093 

7.910 

Revenues from Land Sales (-) 

0 

0 

(30.480) 

(19.017) 

(6.836) 

(2,693) 

(59.026) 

NET IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 

125.585 

185.149 

351.608 

293.047 

107.233 

(120.268) 

942.354 


EXHIBIT BC-02 BR.\C hiiplenientation t'osJs 

5 


February 2012 
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Base Realignment and Closure Account - 1993 Commision 
USAF BC-02 implementation Period Financial Summary 
(Doiiais in Millions) 


Total 


Comoonent: U.S. Air Force 

ONE-TIME IMPLEMENTATION COSTS; 

FY 1994 

FY199S 

FY1996 

FY 1997 

FY 1998 

FY 1999 

FY 94 - 99 

Military Construction 

120.577 

131.568 

51.852 

24.690 

2.007 

0 

330.694 

Family Housing - Construction 

0.511 

0 

0 

14,929 

^.010 

0 

61.450 

- Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Environmental 

86-429 

107.450 

33.775 

30.187 

147.405 

99.898 

505.144 

Operation and Maintenance 

60.3^ 

12.574 

92.219 

43.922 

32,153 

31 .619 

272.882 

Military Personnel - PCS 

0.740 

5.^ 

0.006 

0 

0 

0 

6.102 

Other 

1.164 

0.301 

0.595 

0 

0 

0 

2.060 

City of Chicago 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Paid with later Appropriations (Non-Add) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

(120.194) 

TOTAL ONE-TIME COSTS 

269.816 

257.248 

178.447 

113.728 

227.575 

131.517 

1,178.331 

City of Chicago Funds 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Revenues from Land Sales (-) (Proceeds) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

BRAC 88/91 Requirements (Non-Add) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

(55.702) 

(66.261) 

(121.964) 

BUDGET AUTHORITY REQUEST 

269.816 

^7.248 

178.447 

113.728 

227.575 

131 .517 

1,178.331 

FUNDED OUTSIDE OF THE ACCOUNT 

Military Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Family Housing Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Environmental 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operation and Maintenance 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

5.079 

71.650 

0 

0 

0 

0 

76.729 

TOTAL FUNDED OUTSIDE THE ACCOUNT 

5.079 

71.650 

0 

0 

0 

0 

76.729 

SAVINGS 

Military Construction 

3.850 

14.850 

5.890 

26.400 

12.600 

25.430 

89.020 

Family Housing - Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

- Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operation and Maintenance 

8.640 

19.630 

52.700 

99.510 

1 1 1 .420 

113.860 

405.760 

Military Personnel - PCS 

0 

24.840 

113.380 

153.370 

156.620 

160.140 

608.350 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Civilian ES 

0 

(0.770) 

(1.030) 

(1 .030) 

(1,030) 

(1 ,030) 

(4.890) 

Military ES 

(0.913) 

(2.072) 

(3,842) 

(3.934) 

(3.934) 

(3.934) 

(18.629) 

TOTAL SAVINGS 

12.490 

59.320 

171.970 

279.280 

280.640 

299.430 

1,103,130 

NET liyiPLEMENTATION COSTS 

Military Construction 

116 727 

116.718 

45.962 

(1 ,710) 

(10.593) 

(25,430) 

241.674 

Family Housing - Construction 

0.511 

0 

0 

14.929 

46.010 

0 

61.450 

• Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Environmental 

86.429 

107.450 

33.775 

30,187 

147.405 

99.898 

505.144 

Operation and Maintenance 

51 .755 

(7.056) 

39.519 

(55.588) 

(79,267) 

(82,241) 

(132.878) 

Military Personnel - PCS 

0.740 

(19.484) 

(113.374) 

(153.370) 

(156.620) 

(160,140) 

(602.248) 

Other 

1.164 

0.301 

0.595 

0 

0 

0 

2.060 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

5.079 

71.650 

0 

0 

0 

0 

76.729 

Revenues from Land Sales (-) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

NET IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 

262.405 

269.578 

6.477 

(165.552) 

(53.065) 

(167.913) 

151.930 


February 2012 


EXHIBIT BC-02 BR.4C Implemenlation Costs 
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Base Realignment and Closure Account - 1991 Commision 
USAF BC-02 Implementation Period Financial Summary 
(Dollai^ in Millions) 


Total 


Comoonent: U.S. Air Force 

ONE-TIME IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 

FY 1992 

FY 1993 

FY 1994 

FY 1995 

FY 1996 

FY 1997 

FY 92-97 

Military Construction 

21.962 

353.791 

31.095 

40.739 

49.713 

36.427 

533.727 

Family Housing - Construction 

0 

0 

0.200 

0 

0 

22.969 

23.169 

- Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Environmental 

181.778 

162.734 

63.013 

62.198 

114.137 

121.973 

705.833 

Operation and Maintenance 

0.618 

112.866 

88.847 

29,420 

30,458 

40.312 

302.521 

Military Personnel - PCS 

0.000 

0.002 

4.558 

0 

0 

0 

4.561 

Other 

0.120 

1.179 

3.403 

0 

0 

0 

4.702 

City of Chicago 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Paid with later Appropriations (Non-Add) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

(239.071) 

TOTAL ONE-TIME COSTS 

204.478 

630.572 

191.117 

132.357 

194.308 

221.680 

1,574.511 

City of Chicago Funds 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Revenues from Land Sales (-) (Proceeds) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

BRAC 88 Requirements (Non-Add) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

(52.566) 

(45.287) 

(97.854) 

BUDGET AUTHORITY REQUEST 

204.478 

630.572 

191.117 

132.357 

194.308 

221.680 

1,574.511 

FUNDED OUTSIDE OF THE ACCOUNT 

Military Construction 

9.756 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9.756 

Family Housing Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Environmental 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operation and Maintenance 

48.617 

0 

0 

8.000 

0 

0 

56.617 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

40.493 

23.308 

25.286 

0 

0 

89.087 

TOTAL FUNDED OUTSIDE THE ACCOUNT 

58.373 

40.493 

23.308 

33.286 

0 

0 

1SS.460 

SAVINGS 

Military Construction 

114.528 

12.408 

19.012 

21.487 

22.225 

22,985 

212.645 

Family Housing - Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

- Operations 

0 

21.851 

37.294 

42.372 

43.812 

45,290 

190.619 

Operation and Maintenance 

0 

(3,073) 

117.079 

151 .796 

161.958 

168.108 

595.868 

Military Personnel - PCS 

0 

152.340 

359.911 

451 .325 

487.795 

507.243 

1,958.614 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Civilian ES 

0 

(1.361) 

(2.595) 

(2.818) 

(2,818) 

(2.818) 

(12.410) 

Military £S 

0 

(7.565) 

(10.692) 

(11.881) 

(1 1 .881 ) 

(11.881) 

(53.900) 

TOTAL SAVINGS 

114.528 

183.526 

533.296 

666.980 

715.790 

743.626 

2,957.746 

NETIMPUMENTATION COSTS 

Military Construction 

(82.810) 

341 .383 

12-083 

19.252 

27,488 

13,442 

330.838 

Family Housing - Construction 

0 

0 

0,200 

0 

0 

22.969 

23.169 

• Operations 

0 

(21.851) 

(37.294) 

(42,372) 

(43.812) 

(45.290) 

(190.619) 

Environmental 

181 .778 

162.734 

63.013 

62.198 

114.137 

121.973 

706.833 

Operation and Maintenance 

49.235 

115,939 

(28.232) 

(114.376) 

(131.500) 

(127.796) 

(236.730) 

Military Personnel - PCS 

0.000 

(152.338) 

(355.353) 

(451 .325) 

(487.795) 

(507.243) 

(1,954.053) 

Other 

0.120 

1.179 

3.403 

0 

0 

0 

4.702 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

40.493 

23.308 

25.286 

0 

0 

89.087 

Revenues from Land Sales (-) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

NET IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 

148.323 

487.539 

(318.871) 

(501.337) 

(521.482) 

(521.946) (1,227.775) 


EXHIBiT BC-02 BRAC Implementafion Costs 
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Base Realignment and Closure Account - 1988 Commision 
USAF BC-02 Implementa^n Period Financial Summary 
(Dollars in Millions) 


Total 


Comoonent: U.S. Air Force 

ONE-TIME IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 

FY 1990 

FY 1991 

FY 1992 

FY 1993 

FY 1994 

FY 1995 

FY 90 -95 

Military Construction 

147.485 

276.042 

35.307 

8,999 

0 

0 

467.833 

Family Housing - Construction 

0 

0 

0.285 

0 

0 

0 

0.285 

- Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Environmental 

0 

198.556 

157.976 

40.856 

0 

0 

397.387 

Operation and Maintenance 

70.949 

37.717 

54.708 

1.919 

0 

0 

165.290 

Military Personnel - PCS 

0 

1.314 

2.199 

8.910 

0 

0 

12.422 

Other 

3.115 

3.235 

0.080 

0 

0 

0 

6.431 

City of Chicago 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Paid with later Appropriations (Non-Add) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME COSTS 

221.549 

516.864 

250.552 

60.684 

0 

0 

1,049.649 

City of Chicago Funds 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Revenues from Land Sales (-) (Proceeds) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

BUDGET AUTHORITY REQUEST 

221.549 

516.864 

250.5S2 

60.684 

0 

0 

1,049.649 

FUNDED OUTSIDE OF THE ACCOUNT 

Military Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Family Housing Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Environmental 

21 .300 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

21.300 

Operation and Maintenance 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

10.359 

2.081 

0.834 

13.274 

TOTAL FUNDED OUTSIDE THE ACCOUNT 

21.300 

0 

0 

10.369 

2.081 

0.834 

34.574 

SAVINGS 

Military Construction 

0 

1.600 

50.300 

50.300 

50,300 

50,300 

202.800 

Family Housing - Construction 

12.600 

16.900 

8.500 

9.700 

11.300 

3.500 

62.500 

- Operations 

0 

0 

4,800 

4.800 

18,100 

23,800 

51.500 

Operation and Maintenance 

4.966 

18.789 

38.31 1 

77.118 

149.856 

157.815 

446.885 

Military Personnel - PCS 

0 

24.504 

61.626 

126.809 

208,622 

224.464 

646.025 

Other 

0.445 

0,465 

0,465 

0.665 

0,865 

0.465 

3,370 

Civilian ES 

0 

(0.349) 

(0.349) 

(1 .407) 

(2.268) 

(2,268) 

(6.641) 

Military ES 

0 

(1,778) 

(1.770) 

(4.864) 

(6,479) 

(6.479) 

(21.370) 

TOTAL SAVINGS 

18.011 

62.258 

164.002 

269.392 

439.073 

460.344 

1,413.080 

NET IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 

Military Construction 

147,485 

274.442 

(14.993) 

(41,301) 

(50.300) 

(50.300) 

265.033 

Family Housing - Construction 

(12.600) 

(16.900) 

(8,215) 

(9.700) 

(1 1 .300) 

(3.500) 

(62.216) 

- Operations 

0 

0 

(4.800) 

(4.800) 

(18.100) 

(23.800) 

(51.600) 

Environmental 

21.300 

198.556 

157.976 

40.856 

0 

0 

418.687 

Operation and Maintenance 

65.983 

18.928 

16.395 

(76.199) 

(149.886) 

(157.815) 

(281.595) 

Military Personnel - PCS 

0 

(23,190) 

(59.427) 

(117.899) 

(208,622) 

(224.464) 

(633.603) 

Other 

2.670 

2.770 

(0.385) 

(0.665) 

(0.865) 

(0,465) 

3.061 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

10.359 

2.081 

0.834 

13.274 

Revenues from Land Sales (-) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Q 

0 

NET IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 

224.838 

454.606 

86.550 

(198.349) 

(436.992) 

(459.510) 

(328.857) 


February 2012 
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Base Realignment »td ^osure A<xount - 1995 Commision 
CONTINUING ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION AND CARETAKER COST 
USAF BC-04 Post4mtNementation Finandai Summary 
(DOLUU^S iN MILLIONS) 


Component: U.S. Air Force 
CONTINUING ENVIRONMENTAL AND 
CARETAKER COSTS: 

Environmental 

Operation and Maintenance 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

TOTAL COSTS 

Revenues from Land Sales (-) 

Financing Adjustment 
Budget Authority Request 


FY2002 FY 2003 FY2Q04 FY 2005 FY2Q06 FY 2007 FY 2008 FY 2009 FY 2010 


230.614 125.569 

26.154 22.9TO 

0 0 

256.768 148.544 

0 0 

0 ^.90^ 

256.768 138.640 


191.142 148.772 

4.795 0 

0 0 

1^.937 148.772 

0 0 

^.000) 0 

193.937 148.772 


125.661 113.205 

14.346 18.215 

0 0 

140.007 131.420 

0 0 

0 0 

140.007 131.420 


128.775 

13.535 

0 

142.310 

0 

0 

142.310 


123.218 113.796 

13.598 11.649 

0 0 

136.816 125.4^ 

0 0 

0 0 

136.816 125.445 


Component: U.S. Air Force 
CONTINUING ENVIRONMENTAL AND 
CARETAKER COSTS: 

Environmental 

Operation and Maintenance 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

TOTAL COSTS 

Revenues from Land Sales (•) 

Financing Adjustment 
Budget Authority Request 


Total 

FY2011 FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 02-13 


113,&^ 114.528 

9.288 8-948 

0 0 

123.120 123.476 

0 0 

0 0 

123.120 123.476 


112.995 1,642.107 
9.557 1 53.060 

0 0 
122.552 1,795.167 

0 0 
0 (11.904) 

122.552 1,783.263 


February 2012 


EXfltBIT BC-<M Coiifiiiiiiiig BRAC EnviroiimciiSal Re^iora 
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McClellan Air Force Base^ California 
Base Closure and Realignment Detail 


February 2012 
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Base Realignment and Closure Acxount - 1995 Commision 
McClellan Air Force Base, California 
(Doilais in Millions) 


Comoonent: U.S. Air Force 

FY 1998 

FY1d97 

FY 1998 

FY 1999 

FY 2000 

FY2001 

Total 
FY 96 -01 

ONE-TIME IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 

Military Construction 

0.751 

1.498 

11.437 

12.782 

0 

0 

26.468 

Family Housing - Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

- Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Environmental 

27.557 

25.091 

38.589 

17.671 

1 1 .409 

22,893 

143.210 

Operation and Maintenance 

7.439 

31.264 

96.965 

129.262 

62.690 

18.751 

346.371 

Military Personnel - PCS 

0 

0 

0 

1.211 

0.582 

0.830 

2.623 

Other 

0 

0 

1.815 

0.860 

0 

0 

2.675 

City of Chicago 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME COSTS 

35.746 

57.853 

148.807 

161.786 

74.681 

42.474 

521.347 

City of Chicago Funds 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Revenues from Land Sales (-) values (Proceeds) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

BUDGET REQUEST 

35.746 

57.853 

148.807 

161.786 

74.681 

42.474 

521.347 

FUNDED OUTSIDE OF THE ACCOUNT 

Military Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Family Housing Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Environmental 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operation and Maintenance 

1.059 

0 

17.877 

0 

0 

0 

18.936 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL FUNDED OUTSIDE THE ACCOUNT 

1.059 

0 

17.877 

0 

0 

0 

18.936 

SAVINGS 

Military Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Family Housing • Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

• Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operation and Maintenance 

0 

0 

0 

0 

14,500 

142,000 

156.500 

Military Personnel - PCS 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Civilian ES 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

(0.768) 

(0.768) 

Military ES 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

(0,704) 

(0.704) 

TOTAL SAVINGS 

0 

0 

0 

0 

14.600 

142.000 

156.500 

NET IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 

Military Construction 

0.751 

1.498 

11.437 

12.782 

0 

0 

26.468 

Family Housing - Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

- Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Environmental 

27.557 

25,091 

38,589 

17.671 

11,409 

22.893 

143.210 

Operation and Maintenance 

8.498 

31.264 

114.842 

129.262 

48,190 

(123.249) 

208.807 

Military Personnel - PCS 

0 

0 

0 

1,211 

0,582 

0.830 

2.623 

Other 

0 

0 

1.815 

0.860 

0 

0 

2.675 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Revenues from Land Sales (-) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

NET IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 

36.805 

57.853 

166.684 

161.786 

60.181 

(99.526) 

383.783 


EXHIBIT BC-02 BR.XC ImpUiiientation Costs 
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Base Realignment »td ^osure A<xount - 1995 Commision 
CONTINUING ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION AND CARETAKER COST 
USAF/ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION; OPERATION AP® MAINTENANCE; AND MCCLELLAN AIR FORCE BASE, CALIFORNIA 

(OOLL^S !N MILUONS) 


Component: U.S. Air Force 
CONTINUING ENVIRONMENTAL AND 
CARETAKER COSTS: 

Environmental 

Operation and Maintenance 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

TOTAL COSTS 

Revenues from Land Sales (-) 

Budget Authority Request 


FY 2002 FY 2003 FY 2004 


36,024 19.^ 28.082 

1.129 1.358 0.110 

0 0 0 

37.153 21.310 28.192 

0 0 0 

37.153 21.310 28.192 


FY 2005 FY2006 FY 2007 


39.139 20,432 23,234 

0 0,562 0,623 

0 0 0 

39.139 20.994 23.857 

0 0 0 

39.139 20.994 23.857 


FY 2008 FY 2009 FY 2010 


21,402 11,342 20,381 

0.735 0.:^8 1 .259 

0 0 0 

22.137 11.740 21.640 

0 0 0 

22.137 11,740 21.640 


Component: U.S. Air Force 
CONTINUING ENVIRONMENTAL AND 
CARETAKER COSTS: 

Environmental 

Operation and Maintenance 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

TOTAL COSTS 

Revenues from Land Sales (•) 

Budget Authority Request 


Total 

FY 201 1 FY2012 FY 2013 FY02-13 


11.230 34.084 

1.291 0 

0 0 

12.521 34.084 

0 0 

12.521 34.084 


85.557 

0 

85.557 


350.859 

7.465 

0 

358.324 

0 

358.324 


EXHIBIT BC^MCuiiihiains BRAC EiivironmciiEal Restoration and Caretaker C<kk 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE DATA 
1995 Commission 

FY 2013 PACKAGE DESCRIPTION 


Closure Package: McClelian Air Force Base was clo^d 13 Jul 2001. Workload was consolidated at other DoD 
depots or at private sector commercial activities, as detennined by the Defense Depot Maintenance Council. 

Post Implementation Costs: 


Environmental : $85,557 Million. Environmental contamination at the installation has resulted from 
underground storage tanks, fire training areas, dumps near industrial operations, landfills, leaks near industrial waste 
lines, and surface spills. Funding w ill be used for management, oversight and operations of groundwater treatment 
and soil vapor extraction systems. 

Operation and Maintenance : N/A. 


Exhibit BC-03 BRAC Package Description 


February 2012 
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U.S. Air Force Program Management Summary’ Package 


Base Closure and Realignment Detail 


February 2012 
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Base Realignment and Closure Account - 1995 Commision 
Progr^ Management 95 
(Dollars in Millions) 


Total 


Comoonent: U.S. Air Force 

ONE-TIME IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 

FY 1996 

FY 1997 

FY 1998 

FY 1999 

FY 2000 

FY 2001 

FY 96 -01 

Military Construction 

10.579 

0.297 

0.150 

0,155 

0.136 

0,637 

11.953 

Family Housing - Construction 

0 

0 

0.002 

0 

0 

0 

0.002 

- Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Environmental 

3.486 

6.301 

16.100 

11,602 

32.328 

34,483 

104.300 

Operation and Maintenance 

3.701 

10.055 

13.615 

13.848 

26,628 

27,643 

95.490 

Military Personnel - PCS 

0.005 

0.004 

0 

0.589 

0.193 

0.756 

1.547 

Other 

0 

0.012 

0.617 

0.093 

0 

0 

0.723 

City of Chicago 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME COSTS 

17.771 

16.669 

30.484 

26.287 

59.286 

63.518 

214.014 

City of Chicago Funds 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Revenues from Land Sales (-) values (Proceeds) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

BUDGET REQUEST 

17.771 

16.669 

30.484 

26.287 

59.286 

63.518 

214.014 

FUNDED OUTSIDE OF THE ACCOUNT 

Military Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Family Housing Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Environmental 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operation and Maintenance 

2.032 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2.032 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL FUNDED OUTSIDE THE ACCOUNT 

2.032 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2.032 

SAVINGS 

Military Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Family Housing •• Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

- Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operation and Maintenance 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Military Personnel • PCS 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Civilian ES 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Military ES 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

NET IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 

Military Construction 

10.579 

0.297 

0.150 

0.155 

0.136 

0.637 

11.953 

Family Housing - Construction 

0 

0 

0.002 

0 

0 

0 

0.002 

- Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Environmental 

3-486 

6.301 

16.100 

11.602 

32.328 

34.483 

104.300 

Operation and Maintenance 

5.733 

10.055 

13.615 

13.848 

26.628 

27.643 

97.622 

Military Personnel - PCS 

0.005 

0.004 

0 

0.589 

0.193 

0.756 

1.547 

Other 

0 

0.012 

0.617 

0.093 

0 

0 

0.723 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Revenues from Land Sales (-) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

NET IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 

19.803 

16.669 

30.484 

26.287 

59.286 

63,518 

216.046 


EXfimiT BC-02 BR-XCImplementafion Costs 
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Base Realignment and ^osure A<xount - 1995 Commision 
CONTINUING ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION AND CARETAKER COST 
USAF/ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION; OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE; AND PROGRAM MANAGEMENT 95 
(DOU^S IN MILLIONS) 


Component: U.S. Air Force 
CONTINUING ENVIRONMENTAL AND 
CARETAKER COSTS: 

Environmental 

Operation and Maintenance 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

TOTAL COSTS 

Revenues from Land Sales {-) 

Budget Authority Request 


FY 2002 FY 2003 FY 2004 


39.519 27.746 33.453 

19.120 12.921 3.936 

0 0 0 

^.639 40.667 37.389 

0 0 0 

58.639 40.667 37.389 


FY 2005 FY2Q06 FY 2007 


24.185 27,694 22,291 

0 13.443 16.386 

0 0 0 

24.185 41.137 38.677 

0 0 0 

24.185 41.137 38.677 


FY 2008 FY 2009 FY 2010 


24.958 21.578 26.927 

10.935 12.449 9.556 

0 0 0 

35.893 34.027 36.483 

0 0 0 

35.893 34.027 36.483 


Component: U.S. Air Force 
CONTINUING ENVIRONMENTAL AND 
CARETAKER COSTS: 

Environmental 

Operation and Maintenance 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

TOTAL COSTS 

Revenues from Land Sales (-) 

Budget Authority Request 


Total 

FY 2011 FY2012 FY 2013 FY 02-13 


39.727 68.7^ 

7.820 8.948 

0 0 

47.547 77.713 

0 0 

47.547 77.713 


15.776 372.619 

9.557 125.071 

0 0 

25.333 497.690 

0 0 

25.333 497.690 


EXHIBIT BC-(M Coiitiiiiiing BliAC Enviroiimciiial Resforiilion and Caretaker Cmw 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE DATA 
1995 Commission 
FY 2013 

PACKAGE DESCRIPTION 

USAF/Environmental Restoration; 

Operation and Maintenance; and Program Management 95 


Closure Package: TMs exhibit displays overall one-tinKJ post implementation costs wMch are not categorized by 
closure base, rather it combines the costs of environmental restoration, and program management as a lesult of the 
recommendations of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission. The following BRAC 95 
installations may liave continuing enviroranental remediation liabilities; Kelly AFB, TX; McClellan AFB. CA 
(separate exhibit); Onizuka Housing Area, CA; Ontario AFS, CA; Reese AFB, TX; and Roslyn ANGS. NY. 

Post Implementation Costs: 

Environmental : $15,776 Million. Supports environmental requirements for installations closed by the 1995 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission Recommendations where whole base transfer has not been 
finalized or wliere long term monitoring continues. Emdroninental requirements consist of Enviromnental Baseline 
Sun eys. Environmental Assessments, Risk Assessments, management support, and data management. 

Em ironmental contamination at the installations lias resulted from underground storage tanks, fire-training areas, 
dumps near industrial operations, landfills, leaks near industrial waste lines and surface spills. In addition, past waste 
management practices have resulted in groundwater and soil contamination. The majority of eiwiroimienlal funding 
is for the operation and maintenance of existing remedial systems. Tliese requirements also includes funding 
associated with civilian pay for selected employees at the Air Force Center for Environmental Excellence (AFCEE), 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), and funds transferred to tlie Anny as executive agent for programs such as 
Defense State Memorandum of Agreement (DSMOA). 

Environmental Restoration: $11,724 Million 

Program Management: $4,052 Million 

Operation and Maintenance : $9, 557 Million. Funding for operation and maintenance (O&M) supports 
utilities, rents and civilian personnel costs associated witit Air Force Real Property Agency (AFRPA) and 
maintaining operating locations (OL). The majority of O&M costs are for program management purposes. 

Caretaker: $0.00 

Program Management: $9,577 Million 
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Base Realignment and Closure Account - 1995 Commision 
Program Management 93 
(Dollars in Millions) 


Component: U.S. Air Force FY 1996 

ONE-TIME IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 

Military Construction 0 

Family Housing -Construction 0 

- Operations 0 

Environmental 0.531 

Operation and Maintenance 0 

Military Personnel - PCS 0 

Other 0 

City of Chicago 0 

Homeowners Assistance Program 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME COSTS 0.531 

City of Chicago Funds 0 

Revenues from Land Sales (-} values (Proceeds) 0 

BUDGET REQUEST 0.531 

FUNDED OUTSIDE OF THE ACCOUNT 

Military Construction 0 

Family Housing Operations 0 

Environmental 0 

Operation and Maintenance 0 

Other 0 

Homeowners Assistance Program 0 

TOTAL FUNDED OUTSIDE THE ACCOUNT 0 

SAVINGS 

Military Construction 0 

Family Housing - Construction 0 

- Operations 0 

Operation and Maintenance 0 

Military Personnel - PCS 0 

Other 0 

Civilian ES 0 

Military ES 0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 

NET IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 

Military Construction 0 

Family Housing - Construction 0 

- Operations 0 

Environmental 0.531 

Operation and Maintenance 0 

Military Personnel - PCS 0 

Other 0 

Homeowners Assistance Program 0 

Revenues from Land Sales (-) 0 

NET IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 0.531 


Total 


^1997 

FY1998 

FY 1999 

FY 2000 

FY 2001 

FY 96-01 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0.155 

2.052 

0.415 

9.047 

19,277 

31.476 

0 

0.980 

1.543 

22.821 

15,221 

40.564 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0.1SS 

3.032 

1.958 

31.867 

34.498 

72.041 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0.155 

3.032 

1.958 

31.867 

34.498 

72.041 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Q 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0.155 

2,052 

0.415 

9,047 

19.277 

31.476 

0 

0.980 

1.543 

22.821 

15.221 

40.564 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0.155 

3.032 

1.958 

31.867 

34.498 

72.041 
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Base Realignment and ^osure A<xount - 1995 Commision 
CONTINUING ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION AND CARETAKER COST 
USAF/ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION; OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE; AND PROGRAM MANAGEMENT 93 
(DOLL/^S IN MILLIONS) 


Component: U.S. Air Force 
CONTINUING ENVIRONMENTAL AND 
CARETAKER COSTS: 

Environmental 

Operation and Maintenance 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

TOTAL COSTS 

Revenues from Land Sales (-) 

Budget Authority Request 


FY 2002 FY 2003 


FY2004 FY 2005 FY2006 FY 2007 


FY 2008 FY 2009 FY 2010 


39,550 10.9K 23.321 

3.472 3.766 0.351 

0 0 0 

43.022 14.751 23.672 

0 0 0 

43.022 14.751 23.672 


9.555 12.002 13,728 

0 0 0.103 

0 0 0 

9.555 12.002 13.831 

0 0 0 

9.555 12.002 13.831 


16.418 5.852 17,014 

0.770 0.077 0.515 

0 0 0 

17.188 5.929 17.529 

0 0 0 

17.188 5.929 17.529 


Component: U.S. Air Force 
CONTINUING ENVIRONMENTAL AND 
CARETAKER COSTS: 

Environmental 

Operation and Maintenance 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

TOTAL COSTS 

Revenues from Land Sales (-) 

Budget Authority Request 


Total 

FY 201 1 FY2012 FY 2013 FY 02-13 


0 

11.M7 


0-953 

0 

0 

0.953 

0 

0.953 


161.532 

9.054 

0 

170.586 

0 

170.586 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE DATA 
1995 Commission 
FY 2013 

PACKAGE DESCRIPTION 

USAF/Environmental Restoration; 

Operation and Maintenance; and Program Management 93 


Ciosure Package: This exhibit displays overall one-tin^ post implementation costs which are not categorized by 
closure base, and combines tlie costs of environmental restoration, and program management as a result of the 
recommendations of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission. , The following BRAC 93 
installations may have continuing environmental remediMion liabilities; Gentile APS. OH; Griffrss AFB, NY; 
Homestead AFB, FL; K.I. Sawver AFB, MI; March AFB, CA; Newark AFB, OH; O'Hare ARS, IL; and Plattsburgh 
AFB, NY. 

Post Imnlementation Costs: 

Environmental : $0,568 Million. Supports environmental requirements for ir^tallations closed by the 1993 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission Recommendations where whole base transfer has not been 
finalized or where long tenn monitoring continues. Emiromrrental requirements consist of Environmental Baseline 
Siirv^eys, Environmental Assessments, Risk Assessments, management support, and data management. 
Environmental contamination at the installations has resulted from underground storage tanks, fire-training areas, 
dumps near industrial operations, landfills, leaks near industrial waste lines and surface spills. In addition, past waste 
management practices have resulted in groundwater and soil contamination. The majority of environmental funding 
is for the operation and maintenance of existing remedial systems. These requirements also includes funding 
associated with civilian pay for selected employees at the Air Force Center for Enviromnenlal Excellence (AFCEE), 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). and funds transferred to the Amn- as executive agent for programs such as 
Defense Slate Memorandum of Agreement (DSMOA). 

Environmental Restoration; $0,568 Million 

Program Management: $0.00 

Operation and Maintenance ; N/A. 
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Base Realignment and Closure Account - 1995 Commision 
Progfcun Management 91 
(Dollars in Millions) 


Total 


Comoonent: U.S. Air Force 

ONE-TIME IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 

FY 1998 

FY1997 

FY1998 

FY 1999 

FY 2000 

FY 2001 

FY 96-01 

Military Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Family Housing -Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

- Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Environmental 

0.878 

0.351 

5.421 

3,450 

56.300 

41.886 

108.286 

Operation and Maintenance 

1.731 

0.845 

0 

0.932 

6.460 

6.024 

15.991 

Military Personnel - PCS 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

City of Chicago 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Q 

0 

0 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME COSTS 

2.609 

1.196 

S.421 

4.382 

62.759 

47.909 

124.277 

City of Chicago Funds 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Revenues from Land Sales (-} values (Proceeds) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

BUDGET REQUEST 

2.609 

1.196 

5.421 

4.382 

62.759 

47.909 

124.277 

FUNDED OUTSIDE OF THE ACCOUNT 

Military Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Family Housing Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Environmental 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operation and Maintenance 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL FUNDED OUTSIDE THE ACCOUNT 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

SAVINGS 

Military Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Family Housing • Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

• Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operation and Maintenance 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Military Personnel - PCS 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Civilian ES 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Military ES 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

NET IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 

Military Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Family Housing - Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

- Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Environmental 

0.878 

0.351 

5,421 

3.450 

56,300 

41.886 

108.286 

Operation and Maintenance 

1.731 

0.845 

0 

0,932 

6,460 

6.024 

15.991 

Military Personnel - PCS 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Revenues from Land Sales (•) 

0 

0 

0 

Q 

0 

0 

0 

NET IMPLEMENTATION COSTS 

2.609 

1.196 

5.421 

4.382 

62.759 

47.909 

124.277 
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Base Realignment »td ^osure A<xount - 1995 Commision 
CONTINUING ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION AND CARETAKER COST 
USAF/ENViRONMENTAL f^STORATION; OPERATION iWD MAINTENANCE; AND PROGRAM MANAGEMENT 31 
(DCH.UUTS IN MILLIONS) 


Component: U.S. Air Force 
CONTINUING ENVIRONMENTAL AND 
CARETAKER COSTS: 

Environmental 

Operation and Maintenance 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

TOTAL COSTS 

Revenues from Land Sales (-) 

Budget Authority Request 


FY 2002 FY 2003 FY 2004 


85.857 48.836 62.5A2 

0.822 3.330 0.233 

0 0 0 

86.679 52.166 62.775 

0 0 0 

86.679 52.166 62.775 


FY 2005 FY2006 FY 2007 


54.157 44,571 37,963 

0 0 0.108 

0 0 0 

54.157 44.571 38.071 

0 0 0 

54.157 44.571 38.071 


FY 2008 FY 2009 FY 2010 


45.679 74.403 44.431 

0 . 3 ^ 0.059 0.019 

0 0 0 

46.035 74.462 44.420 

0 0 0 

46.035 74.^2 44.420 


Component: U.S. Air Force 
CONTINUING ENVIRONMENTAL AND 
CARETAKER COSTS: 

Environmenta! 

Operation and Maintenance 
Homeowners Assistance Program 
TOTAL COSTS 
Revenues from Land Sales (•) 

Budget Authority Request 


Total 

FY 2011 FY2012 FY 2013 FY 02-13 


29.125 10.726 

0.029 0 

0 0 

29.164 10.726 

0 0 

29.154 10.726 


11.094 549.354 

0 4.956 

0 0 

11.094 554.311 

0 0 

11.094 554.311 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE DATA 
1995 Commission 
FY 2013 

PACKAGE DESCRIPTION 

USAF/Environmental Restoration; 

Operation and Maintenance; and Program Management 91 


Ciosure Package: This exhibit displays overall oiK-tinKJ post ill:^)lementalion costs wTiich are not categorized by 
closure base, and combines tlie costs of environmental restoration and program management as a result of the 
recommendations of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission. , The following BRAC 91 
installations may have continuing environmental remediation liabilities; Bergstrom AFB, Carswell AFB, Castle 
AFB, Eaker AFB, England AFB, Grissom AFB, Loring AFB, Lowry AFB, Myrtle Beach AFB, Ricliards-Gebaur 
AFB, Rickenbacker ANGB, Williimis AFB, and Wurtsmith AFB. 

Post Implementation Costs: 

Environmental : $11,094 Million. Supports em ironmental requirements for installations closed by the 1991 
Defer^e Base Closure and Realigmnent Commission Recommendations where whole base transfer lias not been 
finalized or where long tenn monitoring continues. Environmental requirements consist of Environmental Baseline 
Siirv^eys, Environmental Assessments. Risk Assessments, management support, and data management. 
Environmental contamination at the installations has resulted from underground storage ta.nks, fire-training areas, 
dumps near industrial operations, landfills, leaks near industrial vi'aste lines and surface spills. In addition, past waste 
management practices have resulted in groundwater and soil contamination. The majority of environmental funding 
is for the operation and maintenance of existing remedial systems. These requirements also includes funding 
associated with civilian pay for selected employees at the Air Force Center for Enviromnenlal Excellence (AFCEE), 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), and funds transferred to the Army as executb'e agent for programs such as 
Defense State Memorandum of Agreement (DSMOA). 

Environmental Restoration: $11,094 Million 

Program Management: $0.00 

Operation and Maintenance : N/A. 
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FY 2013 BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE DATA 


2005 Commission 
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FY 2013 Budget Estimates 
Base Realignment and Closure Account 2005 
USAF BC-02 implanentation Period Finaicia! Summary 
(Dollars m Millions) 


Total 


Comoonent; U.S. Air Force 

One-Time Implementation Costs 

FY 2006 

FYa)07 

FY 2008 

FY 2008 

FY2010 

FY2011 

FY 06-11 

Military Construction 

102.117 

691.867 

976.777 

688.183 

132.438 

0 

2,591.382 

Family Housing - Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

- Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Environmental 

20.K0 

5.592 

12.280 

25.772 

29.648 

51 .255 

145.097 

Operation and Maintenance 

86.757 

163.635 

61.312 

273.155 

197.295 

74.431 

856.585 

Military Personnel - PCS 

0 

15.220 

5.132 

5.750 

0 

0 

26.102 

Other 

20.668 

29.131 

29.653 

55.684 

28.290 

0 

163.426 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Total One-Time Costs 

230.092 

905.445 

1,085.154 

1,048.544 

387.671 

125.686 

3,782.592 

Estimated Land Revenues 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Budget Request 

One-Time Costs 

Funded Outside of the Account 

230.092 

905.445 

1,085.154 

1,048.544 

387.671 

125.686 

3,782.592 

Military Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Family Housing 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Environmental 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operation and Maintenance 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Total One-Time Costs Outside of the Account 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Grand Total One-Time implementation Costs 

230.092 

905.445 

1,085.154 

1,048.544 

387.671 

125.686 

3,782.592 

Recurring Costs: (memo non-add) 

Operation and Maintenance 

0.217 

44.088 

95.603 

144.750 

173.212 

196.227 

654.097 

Military Personnel 

0 

52.460 

93.466 

141.088 

183.183 

200.779 

670.975 

Other 

1.055 

13.123 

3,548 

9.634 

10,096 

10.298 

47.756 

Total Recurring Costs (memo non-add) 

1.272 

109.671 

192.617 

295.473 

366.491 

407.304 

1,372.828 

One-Time Savings 

Military Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Family Housing - Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Military Personnel Cost Avoidance PCS 

0 

9.366 

5.388 

3.321 

1.370 

3,004 

22.460 

Other 

0 

0.418 

0,005 

0 

0 

1,007 

1.430 

Total One-Time Savings 

0 

9.784 

5.393 

3.321 

1.370 

4.011 

23.879 

Recurring Savings 

Civilian Salary 

Military Personnel Entitlements: 

0 

36.678 

94.028 

131.892 

158,079 

179.846 

600.524 

Officer Salary 

0 

26.474 

58,949 

85.010 

108.926 

117,730 

397.088 

Enlisted Salary 

0 

129.222 

311.253 

404.932 

470,552 

533.728 

1,849.688 

Mousing Allowance 

Overhead: 

0 

36.840 

56.027 

80.991 

91 .698 

94.690 

360.246 

Family Housing Operations 

0 

0 

0 

4.709 

9.663 

9.915 

24.287 

Sustainment 

0 

1.053 

1.098 

21 ,593 

21.758 

27.879 

73,382 

Recapitalization 

25,065 

26-359 

27.113 

27.803 

28.642 

31.944 

166.927 

BOS 

Other: 

0 

32.665 

52.020 

82.001 

132.695 

155.543 

454.924 

Procurement 

0 

6.707 

18,928 

23,243 

20.117 

23.166 

92.161 

Mission Activity 

0 

33.470 

35.330 

41 .308 

63,363 

64.881 

238.352 

Miscellaneous 

0 

20,713 

34.668 

51.772 

63.238 

87.269 

257.660 

Total Recurring Savings 

25.065 

350.182 

689.413 

955.255 

1,168.732 

1,326.593 

4,515.240 

Grand Total Savings 

25.065 

359.966 

694.807 

958.575 

1,170.102 

1,330.604 

4,539.119 

Net Civilian Manpower Position Changes (+/-) 

0 

(714) 

(325) 

(56) 

(152) 

(202) 

(1,449) 

Net Military Manpower Position Changes (+/-) 

0 

(2,918) 

(1.163) 

(486) 

(321) 

(500) 

(5,388) 

Net Implementation Costs 

Less Estimated Land Revenues: 

205.027 

545.479 

390.347 

89.969 

(782.431) 

(1,204.918) 

(756.527) 
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FY 2013 Budget Estimates 
Base Realignment and Closum Account 2005 
Continuing Environmental Restoration and Caretaker Costs 
USAF BC-04 Post-implementation Financial Summary 
(Dollars in Millions) 





Total 

Component: U.S. Air Force 

Continuing Environmental Restoration and 
Caretaker Costs 

FY2012 

FY2013 

FY12-13 

Environmental 

1.646 

2.138 

3.784 

Operation and Maintenance 

0.320 

0.130 

0.450 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

Total Costs 

1.966 

2.268 

4.234 

Revenues from Land Sales (-) 

0 

0 

0 

Budget Authority Request 

1.966 

2.268 

4.234 
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Base Realignment and Clo^re Detail - By Package 


2005 Commission 
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Commission # 170, Brooks City Base, TX 

Base Closure and Realignment Detail 
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FY 2013 Budget Esthetes 
Base Realignment and Closure Account 2005 
Cost and Swings by Fiscal Year 
Commission # 170, Brooks City Base, TX 
(Dollars in Millions) 


Component: U.S, Air Force FY 2006 

One-Time Implementation Costs 

Military Construction 2.464 

Family Housing - Construction 0 

- Operations 0 

Environmental 0.409 

Operation and Maintenance 1.688 

Military Personnel - PCS 0 

Other 0 

Homeowners Assistance Program 0 

Total One-Time Costs 4.561 

Estimated Land Revenues 0 

Budget Request 4.561 

One-Time Costs 
Funded Outside of the Account 

Military Construction 0 

Family Housing 0 

Environmental 0 

Operation and Maintenance 0 

aher 0 

Homeowners Assistance Program 0 

Total One-Time Costs Outside of the Account 0 

Grand Total One-Time Implementation Costs 4.561 

Recurring Costs: (memo non-add) 

Operation and Maintenance 0 

Military Personnel 0 

aher 0 

Total Recurring Costs (memo non-add) 0 

One-Time Savings 

Military Construction 0 

Family Housing - Construction 0 

Military Personnel Cost Avoidance PCS 0 

aher 0 

Total One-Time Savings 0 

Recurring Savings 

Civilian Salary 0 

Military Personnel Entitlements: 

Officer Salary 0 

Enlisted Salary 0 

Housing Allowance 0 

Overhead: 

Family Housing Operations 0 

Sustainment 0 

Recapitalization 2.789 

BOS 0 

Other; 

Procurement 0 

Mission Activity 0 

Miscellaneous 0 

Total Recurring Savings 2.789 

Grand Total Savings 2.789 

Net Civilian Manpower Position Changes (+/-) 0 

Net Military Manpower Position Changes (+/-) 0 

Net Implementation Costs 

Less Estimated Land Revenues: 1.772 


Total 


Y2007 

FY 20D8 

FY 2009 

FY2010 

FY2011 

FY 06-11 

65.208 

234.049 

83.250 

0 

0 

384.971 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0.765 

1,159 

1.039 

3.718 

2.426 

9.515 

16.024 

8.565 

56.492 

41.495 

2.545 

126.809 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

17.651 

18.530 

0 

36.181 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

81.997 

243.773 

158.432 

63.743 

4.970 

557.477 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

81.997 

243.773 

158.432 

63.743 

4.970 

557.477 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

81.997 

243.773 

158.432 

63.743 

4.970 

557.477 

4.474 

12.513 

14.878 

15,263 

15,584 

62.712 

2.996 

6,085 

7.969 

8.175 

8.347 

33.572 

0 

0 

0 

0.224 

0.229 

0.453 

7.470 

18.598 

22.847 

23.663 

24.160 

96.737 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0.654 

0.737 

0.182 

0 

0 

1.572 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0.654 

0.737 

0.182 

0 

0 

1.572 

0.102 

1.710 

10.843 

18.870 

19.266 

50.791 

0 

0 

8.877 

18.215 

18.598 

45.690 

0.042 

0,086 

11.707 

23,929 

24,432 

60.196 

2.275 

4,435 

8.960 

9.192 

9.386 

34.248 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0,050 

0.050 

0 

0 

0 

(0,451) 

(0.460) 

(0.910) 

2.857 

2.927 

3,002 

3.120 

3.186 

17.882 

4.081 

6.941 

12.834 

29,374 

29,991 

83.220 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0.012 

0.012 

10,431 

10.455 

9.358 

16.099 

56.235 

102.262 

114.879 

301,621 

10.011 

16.836 

56.416 

102.262 

114.879 

303.193 

0 

(43) 

(211) 

0 

0 

(254) 

25 

0 

(394) 

0 

0 

(369) 

71.986 

226.938 

102.016 

(38.519) 

(109.908) 

254.283 


Note: Savings identified are generated by no longer operating the installation or manpower reductions. They are included for display purposes 
only, and will be realized in other Air Force appropriations. The >Mr Force Medical Sen/ice reinvested BRAC savings to support emerging 
missions, increase clinical currency, and enhance medical readiness si^portforthe warfighters. This strategy is consistent with the 2005 BRAG 
Commission report, the SECDEF justification, and the Air Force’s position regarding BRAC savings reinvestment. 


EXHIBIT BC-d2 BRAC Implementation Cost and Savings 
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FY 2013 Budget Estimates 
Base Realignment and Closum Account 2005 
Continuing Environmental Restoration and Caretaker Costs 
Commission # 170, Brooks City Base, TX 
(Dollars in Millions) 


Total 


Comoonent: U.S. Air Force 

Continuing Environmental Restoration and 
Caretaker Costs 

FY2012 

FY2013 

FY12-13 

Environmental 

0.205 

0.326 

0.531 

Operation and Maintenance 

0 

0 

0 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

Total Costs 

0.205 

0.326 

0.531 

Revenues from Land Sales (-) 

0 

0 

0 

Budget Authority Request 

0.205 

0.326 

0.531 


EXHIBIT BC-04 Continuing BRAC Environmental Restoration and Caretaker Costs 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE DATA 
2005 Commission 
FY 2013 

PACKAGE DESCRIPTION 
Commission # 170, Brooks City Base, TX 


Commission Recommendation: Close Brooks City Base, San Antonio, TX. Relocate the Air Force Audit Agency 
and 341st Recruiting Squadron to Randolph AFB. Relocate the United States Air Force School of Aerospace 
Medicine, the Air Force Institute of Operational Health, and the Human Systems Development and Acquisition 
function to Wrighl-Patterson Air Force Base. OH. Relocate the Naval Health Research Center Electro-Magnetic 
Energy Detachment and the Directed Energy portion of tlie Human Effectiveness Directorate of the Air Force 
Research Laboratoty to Fort Sara Houston, TX. Consolidate the Human Effectiveness Directorate with the Air 
Force Research Laboratory' , Human Effectiveness Directorate at Wright-Patterson Air Force Base, OH. Relocate the 
Air Force Center for Environmental Excellence, the Air Force Medical Support Agency, Air Force Medical 
Operations Agency', Air Force Element Medical Defense Agency', Air Force Element Medical-DoD, Air Force-Wide 
Support Element, 710th Information Operations Flight and tiie 68th InformiUion Operations Squadron to Lackland 
Air Force Base, TX. Relocate the Army' Medical Research Detachment to the Army Institute of Surgical Research, 
Fort Sam Houston, TX. Relocate the Non-Medical Chemical Biological Defense Development and Acquisition to 
Edgewood Chemical Biological Center, Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD. Disestablish any' remaining organizations. 
Realign Holloman AFB by disestablishing the high-onset gravitational force centrifuge and relocating the 
physiological training unit (49 ADOS/SGGT) to Wright-Patterson AFB. The cost data below only addresses the Air 
Force funded portion of this recommendation. 

Post Implementation Costs: 

Envircnmental: $0,326 Million. Funds installation restoration, disposal of Itazardous materials, closure of 
storage tanks, and mission delay s. Studies to update environmental baselines. 

Operation and Maintenance: N/A. 


Exhibit BC-03 BRAC Package Description 
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Commission # 195, Galena Forward Operating Location (FOL), AK 


Base Closure and Realignment Detail 


February 2012 
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FY 2013 Budget Esthetes 
Base Realignment and Closure Account 2005 
Cost and Savings by Fiscal Year 

Commission # 195, Gal«ia Forward Operating Location (FOL), AK 
(Dollars in Millions) 


Total 


Comoonent: U.S. Air Force 

One-Time Implementation Costs 

FY 2006 

FYM07 

FY 2008 

FY 2009 

FY2010 

FY20i1 

FY 06-11 

Military Construction 

0.701 

8.C»7 

0 

0 

D 

0 

8.758 

Family Housing - Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

- Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Environmental 

7.014 

1.762 

5,700 

9.554 

11.604 

42.878 

78.512 

Operation and Maintenance 

1.214 

0 

8.300 

0.252 

0.275 

0.500 

10.541 

Military Personnel - PCS 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Total One-Time Costs 

8.928 

9.819 

14.000 

9.806 

11.879 

43.378 

97.810 

Estimated Land Revenues 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Budget Request 

One-Time Costs 

Funded Outside of the Account 

8.928 

9.819 

14.000 

9.806 

11.879 

43.378 

97.810 

Military Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Family Housing 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Environmental 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Operation and Maintenance 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Total One-Time Costs Outside of the Account 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Grand Total One-Time Implementation Costs 

8,928 

9.819 

14.000 

9.806 

11.879 

43.378 

97.810 

Recurring Costs: (memo non-add) 

Operation and Maintenance 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Military Personnel 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Total Recurring Costs (memo non-add) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

One-Time Savings 

Military Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Family Housing - Construction 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Military Personnel Cost Avoidance PCS 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Total One-Time Savings 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Recurring Savings 

Civilian Salary 

Military Personnel Entitlements: 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Officer Salary 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Enlisted Salary 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Mousing Allowance 

Overhead: 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Family Housing Operations 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Sustainment 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Recapitalization 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

BOS 

Other: 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Procurement 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Mission Activity 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Miscellaneous 

0 

12.601 

12.910 

13.238 

13.582 

13.867 

66.199 

Total Recurring Savings 

0 

12.601 

12.910 

13.238 

13.582 

13.867 

66.199 

Grand Total Savings 

0 

12.601 

12.910 

13.238 

13.582 

13.867 

66.199 

Net Civilian Manpower Position Changes (+/-) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Net Military Manpower Position Changes (+/-) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Net Implementation Costs 

Less Estimated Land Revenues: 

8.928 

(2.782) 

1.090 

(3.432) 

(1.703) 

29.511 

31.612 


KXf fTBIT BC-62 BR.^C’ linpieinentation Cost anil Savings 


February 2012 


43 




672 


FY 2013 Budget Estimates 
Base Realignment and Closum Account 2005 
Continuing Environmental Restoration and Caretaker Costs 
Commission # 195, Galena Forward Operating Location (FOL), AK 
(Dollars in Millions) 





Total 

Component: U.S. Air Force 

Continuing Environmental Restoration and 
Caretaker Costs 

FY2012 

FY 2013 

FY12-13 

Environmental 

0.736 

1.282 

2.018 

Operation and Maintenance 

0.197 

0.055 

0.252 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

Total Costs 

0.933 

1.337 

2.270 

Revenues from Land Sales (-) 

0 

0 

0 

Budget Authority Request 

0.933 

1.337 

2.270 


EXHIBIT BC-04 Continuing BRAC Environmental Restoration and Caretaker Costs 


February 2012 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE DATA 
2005 Commission 
FY 2013 

PACKAGE DESCRIPTION 

Commission # 195, Galena Forward Operating Location (FOL), AK 


Commission Recommendation: Close Galena Forward Operating Location, Alaska. 

Post Imnlementation Costs: 

Environmental: $1.282 Million. Funds environmental remediation actions at Galena, 

Operation and Maintenance: $0,055 Million. Funds support Community Relations/Tnvolvement programs 
for Galena. 


Exhibit BC-03 BR^\C Package Description 
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U.S. Air Force/U.S Air Force Program Management Summary Package 


Base Closure and Realignment Detail 


February 2012 
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FY 2013 Budget Estimates 
Base Realignment and Closure Account 2005 
Cost and Savings by Fiscal Year 
USAF^rogram Management 
(Dollars m MUlions) 


Component: U.S, Air Force 
One-Time Implementation Costs 
Military Construction 
Family Housing - Constnjction 
- Operations 

Environmental 
Operation and Maintenance 
Military Personnel - PCS 
Other 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

Total One-Time Costs 

Estimated Land Revenues 

Budget Request 

One-Time Costs 

Funded Outside of the Account 

Military Construction 

Family Housing 

Environmental 

Operation and Maintenance 

aher 

Homeo'Amers Assistance Program 

Total One-Time Costs Outside of the Account 

Grand Total One-Time Implementation Costs 

Recurring Costs: (memo non-add) 

Operation and Maintenance 
Military Personnel 
Other 

Total Recurring Costs (memo non-add) 

One-Time Savings 

Military Construction 

Family Housing - Construction 

Military Personnel Cost Avoidance PCS 

Other 

Total One-Time Savings 
Recurring Savings 
Civilian Salary 

Military Personnel Entitlements: 

Officer Salary 
Enlisted Salary 
Housing Allowance 
Overhead: 

Family Housing Operations 
Sustainment 
Recapitalization 
BOS 
Other: 

Procurement 
Mission Activity 
Miscellaneous 
Total Recurring Savings 
Grand Total Savings 

Net Civilian Manpower Position Changes (+/-) 
Net Military Manpower Position Changes (+/-) 
Net Implementation Costs 
Less Estimated Land Revenues: 


FY 2006 FY2007 FY 2008 


Total 

FY 2009 FY2010 FY2011 FY 06-11 


0.158 0.097 

0 0 

0 0 

0.098 0.143 

23.913 33.437 

0 14.080 

0.001 0.025 

0 0 

24.170 47.783 

0 0 

24.170 47.783 


0.032 0 0 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 

0.310 0.715 5.698 

9.327 31.237 19.317 

0.001 0.719 0 

0.078 2.819 0.941 

0 0 0 

9.749 35.491 25.956 

0 0 0 

9.749 35.491 25.956 


0 0.287 

0 0 

0 0 

1.159 8.123 

30.123 147.354 

0 14,801 

0 3.864 

0 0 

31.282 174.430 

0 0 

31.282 174.430 


0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

24.170 47.783 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

9.749 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

35.491 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

25.956 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

31.282 


0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

174.430 


0 

0 

0 

0 


0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 


0 0 0 


0 


0 


0 0 


0 

0 

0 


0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 


0 

0 

0 


0 0 
0 0 
0 0 


0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 


0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 


0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 


0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 


0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 


0 

0 


0 0 
0 0 


24.170 47.783 


9.749 35.491 


25.956 31.282 174.430 


EXTfIBfT BC-02 BR.XC Implementation Cost anti Savings 
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FY 2013 Budget Estimates 
Base Realignment and Closum Account 2005 
Continuing Environmental Restoration and Caretaker Costs 
USAF/Program Management 
(Dollars in Millions) 





Total 

Comoonent: U.S. Air Force 

Continuing Environmental Restoration and 
Caretaker Costs 

FY2012 

FY 2013 

FY12-13 

Environmental 

0.705 

0.530 

1.235 

Operation and Maintenance 

0.123 

0.075 

0.198 

Homeowners Assistance Program 

0 

0 

0 

Total Costs 

0.828 

0.605 

1.433 

Revenues from Land Sales (-) 

0 

0 

0 

Budget Authority Request 

0.828 

0.605 

1.433 


EXHIBIT BC-04 Cootinuing BRAC Environmental Restoration and Caretaker Costs 


February 2012 
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BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE DATA 
2005 Commission 
FY 2013 

PACKAGE DESCRIPTION 

U.S. Air Force/U.S Air Force Program Management Summary 


Commission Recommendation: This exhibit displays overall one-time implementation costs which are not 
categorized by closure base, and combines the costs of program management as a result of the recommendations of 
the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission. Tlwse costs generally include headquarters management 
requirements. 

Post Implementation Costs: 

Environmental: $0,530 Million. Funds emdronmcntal program management support, civilian personnel 
travel and Defense States Memoranda of Agreements (DSMOA). 

Environmental Restoration: $0.00 Million 

Program Management: $0,530 Million 

Onenttion and Maintenance: $0,075 Million. Provides funds for civilian personnel and program 
management. 

Caretaker: $0.00 

Program Mimagcment: $0,075 Million 


Exhibit BC-03 BRAC Package Description 
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